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INTRODUCTION 
A long-Standing sociological interest has been the study 
of participation in voluntary associations. A research tradi­
tion in political science also has emphasized participation, 
but within an individual rather than a group context. While 
sociologists have focused on correlates of participation in 
voluntary associations, political scientists have been 
interested in individual participation in the political 
process. While both traditions have proven fruitful, there 
has been a general failure to consider alternative partici­
pation strategies, both individual and collective, as they 
simultaneously operate in efforts to affect the resolution 
of public issues. The primary objective of this study is 
to present and test a model of behavioral involvement in pub­
lic issues which considers both individual and collective 
forms. 
Rationale 
The study of voluntary associations and membership par­
ticipation has long been of interest to sociologists. 
De Tocqueville's (1954) early characterization of America as 
a society of joiners set the stage for one type of voluntary 
association research of which the national sample survey 
work of Wright and Hyman (1958) is representative. Research 
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of this type has most directly concerned itself with identi­
fying the extent of membership in voluntary associations. A 
second approach has been the search for correlates of member­
ship. Typical work in this vein is the research of Lynd 
and Lynd (1929), Komarovsky (1946), Hausknecht (1962), 
Freeman et al. (1957) and Milbrath and Klein (1962). 
While each of these areas of voluntary association re­
search might be defined as elementary attempts at developing 
a theory of membership in voluntary associations, it is only 
with the more recent work of Smith (1966) and Bohrnstedt 
(1966) that a formal effort has been directed to constructing 
complete "theories" of voluntary association meinbership. 
Theoretical attempts such as these have surpassed simple 
correlational research in that they are more directly con­
cerned with explanation. These explanations are limited in 
scope, and their inadequacies provide a point of departure 
for this study. Part of the proposed model is concerned 
with membership in voluntary associations and represents an 
extension of existing membership models. 
Another rationale for this study stems from the func­
tional interpretations that have been given to the prolifera­
tion of voluntary associations in American society. Some 
sociologists (Olson, 1965; Warner, 1970) see voluntary 
associations as providing a link between individuals and the 
larger social structure. Warner (1970) conceptualizes this 
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linkage as the mediative function of voluntary associations. 
A major function of voluntary associations in a complex 
society is to mediate between individuals and more complex 
forms of social organization. It has been assumed that 
voluntary associations are an efficient way in which indi­
viduals can affect larger decision-making structures.^ In a 
society where positive value is placed on citizen contribution 
to decision-making, it would seem that knowing how to moti­
vate individuals to join voluntary associations is a worthy 
pragmatic objective. This research fosters that objective 
to the extent that the proposed model emd research results 
provide insight into factors precipitating voluntary associa­
tion membership. 
An added rationale for this study stems from the major 
dependent variable - involvement in a public issue. While 
Chapter II provides the conceptualization of this variable, 
a skeletal discussion of it is in order here. First it 
should be noted that the term "involvement" has not been 
widely employed as a sociological concept. Rather, the term 
comes from popular usage and, as such, its meaning is probably 
understood intuitively rather than analytically. Second, it 
^One incidental piece of evidence to support this notion 
is the founding of the Society for the Study of a Volunteer 
Society. While many of the goals of this society are purely 
theoretical in terms of research; an underlying theme seems 
to be that a "volunteer society" and its promotion shall re­
sult in the enhancement of the individual's contribution to­
ward larger decision-making structure. 
should be pointed out that involvement as a conceptual term 
is used synonymously with other popular sociological terms 
such as participation. For purposes of this study, involve­
ment in an issue is conceived in behavioral terms and refers 
simply to activities individuals undertake for purposes of 
affecting or influencing decision-making. Sociology has 
generated models of collective involvement but has left 
largely unattended individual forms of involvement. This 
omission may stem from the positive value that has been 
attributed to collective action in recent years. Warner 
(1970) in speeJcing of the sociological interest in voluntary 
associations maintains that there is "...a concern for 
volunteer action and a belief that people can and should do 
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more for themselves through private associations" (p. 1). 
Beliefs such as this have undoubtedly contributed to the 
failure of sociologists to give systematic attention to 
noncollective forms of involvement. 
A final purpose of this study is to examine noninvolve-
ment in an issue. This is where an individual has a posi­
tion on an issue, but fails to make behavioral inputs into 
affecting the outcome of that issue. If there is value in 
2 This point of view is not being challenged. Rather, 
the concern of the author is simply that sociological re­
search also concern itself with noncollective alternatives 
for citizen involvement. 
5 
having individuals actively involved in issues which im­
pinge on their lives, it is important that a better under­
standing be achieved of factors underlying involvement-
noninvolvement behavioral strategies. The model presented 
in this study provides insights into noninvolvement patterns. 
In summary, this study presents and tests a model of 
behavioral involvement in public issues. The model is of 
sufficient scope to encompass both individual and collective 
involvement forms. Some more limited objectives of this 
effort at model building arè: 
(1) To provide an explanation of the relationship be­
tween socioeconomic status and membership in 
voluntary associations. 
(2) To elaborate and build upon existing models of 
membership in voluntary associations. 
(3) To assess individual forms of behavioral involve­
ment in an issue. 
(4) To determine correlates of noninvolvement in an 
issue. 
The specific public issue under investigation is the 
proposed Jefferson Reservoir near Jefferson, Iowa. Like 
most Corps of Engineers reservoir proposals in recent years, 
this project has been the source of considerable public 
controversy. The Jefferson Reservoir issue, along with 
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its proponent and opponent groups, provides a reasonable 
setting for the research objectives of this study. 
7 
THE INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 
An explanatory model pf behavioral involvement in public 
issues is presented in this Ghapter, We are concerned first 
with conceptualizing the dependent variable of the study, 
behavioral involvement. Next, a review is made of previous 
research relevant to the model. Finally, the nature and 
linkages of the several variables in the model are articulated. 
The dependent variable - involvement in an issue 
As was pointed out in the preceding chapter, involvement 
as a sociological concept has not been defined in an analyti-
cal sense. It is a term that has been borrowed from popular 
usage and is used synonymously in the professional literature 
with terms such as participation, affiliation, and membership. 
Very often these terms have been used to refer only to col­
lective involvement, and not to individually based action 
strategies. Two areas of sociological study in particular 
have focused on behavioral involvement; research on voluntary 
associations and on social movements. Little attention has 
been paid to issue-relevant behavior not falling in these 
topical areas. It should be pointed out that this study is 
not concerned with involvement per se, but rather with a 
^David L. Rogers (1971) has used the term behavioral in­
volvement without giving the term a precise definition. For 
Rogers, behavioral involvement essentially refers to activity 
of members in voluntary associations. 
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special class of behavior, involvement in a public issue. 
Involvement in an issue is here defined as behavioral action 
directed toward affecting a decision-making outcome. The 
term issue is used to mean a difference in public opinion 
over potential decision-making outcomes. 
It is possible to distinguish three properties of in­
volvement in an issue. It might be argued that involvement 
varies in terms of its overtness-covertness, or along a be­
havioral- cognitive dimension. Although this conceptualiza­
tion may be useful in some respects, this study is concerned 
only with overt behavior. 
A second property of involvement is its degree of in­
tensity. Involvement in an issue may vary in terms of the 
amount of behavioral action directed toward affecting deci­
sion-making outcomes. 
A third property is the dimension of style of involve­
ment. This can take one of three forms: individual, 
collective, or a combination of these (mixed). 
Individual involvement in an issue includes behavior 
directed toward affecting decision-making outcomes which are 
independent of organized efforts and are initiated and carried 
through by the individual. Examples of individual behavioral 
involvement include contacting public officials, writing 
letters, and signing petitions, all of which may be pursued 
independent of organizational ties. 
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Collective involvement refers to behavioral actions 
directed toward affecting decision-making that (in contrast 
to individual involvements) are enacted through participation 
4 in a voluntary association. 
Mixed involvement in an issue is a combination of indi­
vidual and collective forms. Being collectively involved 
does not preclude engaging in individual action. A person 
may work through a group (collective form) in order to affect 
decision-making outcomes, yet the same individual may also 
work independently of his group. It may be that no purely 
collective form of involvement exists in practice, instead 
there may be only individual and mixed forms. 
Noninvolvement represents a fourth behavioral pattern 
an individual may enact. Persons confronted with a public 
issue may have strong sentiments concerning the desirability 
of certain decision-making outcomes, but fail to behave 
in ways designed to affect such outcomes. 
Involvement in an issue as intensity and as form 
Two dimensions of involvement are intensity and form. 
Intensity refers to the number of behavioral actions that are 
^It should be noted that in this study the concern is 
for voluntary associations that have specific interests in a 
given public issue. The use of the term voluntary associa­
tions is therefore limited to those that are basically 
instrumental. 
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directed to affecting decision-making. Form refers to the 
style of behavioral involvement. 
What is the relationship between intensity and form? Do 
styles of issue participation differ with intensity of commit­
ment? Do collective forms of involvement reflect greater in-
5 tensity than the individual form? In reality the pure col­
lective form of involvement in an issue may not exist, but 
only the individual and mixed forms. If a direct relationship 
between intensity eind form existed, it seems the mixed form 
would probably represent the greatest overall amount of behav­
ioral action. Figure 1 presents schematically what the rela­
tionship between intensity and the forms of involvement might 
be. 
0 Intensity Hi 
Noninvolvement Individual Collective Mixed 
Involvement Involvement Involvement 
Figure 1. A hypothetical relationship between intensity and 
form of involvement 
The nature of this relationship is basic to several 
empirical questions^ which will be treated in the analysis. 
^It should be noted that the interest is only in overt 
behavior. It may well be that covert behavior can be more 
intense than overt forms of involvement. 
^It would be tempting to simply hypothesize the relation­
ship as diagrammed. But as Warner (1970) and Black (1957) 
have pointed out, simply being a member of an association 
does not necessarily reflect a great deal of behavioral 
intensity. 
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One test of this relationship would be an examination of 
whether or not a collective form of involvement exists 
separate from individual forms. If it is found that indi­
viduals who become involved collectively in an issue also 
are involved singularly, then the relationship should be 
supported. In essence, then, use of forms of involvement in 
the analysis may also reflect intensity of involvement. 
A preview of the model 
The explanatory model of alternative forms of involvement 
in public issues is presented in Figure 2. With the exception 
of socioeconomic status, variables (B through I) in the model 
are cognitive in nature. Variables B through E are considered 
as relatively stable characteristics that the actor carries 
with him into an issue situation. Variables F through I are 
considered more dynamic in that these are variables which 
the actor works through once he has encountered a particular 
issue situation. 
Position-on-issue is not considered a variable for pur­
poses of this model, but rather as a condition which limits 
the applicability of the model. We are treating only indi­
viduals who have taken a supporting or opposing attitudinal 
position on a given public issue. A note of caution in 
interpreting Figure 2 : solid lines refer to hypothesized 
relationships between variables. However, these solid lines 
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should not necessarily be considered as signifying causal 
relationships. While it will become apparent that many of 
the hypothesized relationships make a causal assumption, the 
major focus of the study is not on causes per se. Broken 
lines refer to the dynamic steps of the involvement process. 
They are meant to portray the direction and steps that the 
individual works through in the process. 
Presentation of the model proceeds in two ways. First 
attention is given to development and conceptualization of 
the variables contained in the model. Following this, con­
cern will be with presenting the appropriate hypothesized 
relationships between component variables. 
Conceptualization of Variables 
in the Model 
Socioeconomic status - A 
The sociological literature is replete with studies 
testing the relationship between socioeconomic status and 
participation in voluntary associations. Some of the early 
community studies by Lynd and Lynd (1929) and Warner and 
Lunt (1941) provided observations on the class status of 
persons joining local organizations. One of the first studies 
which systematically tested for a relationship between 
socioeconomic status and organizational participation was 
Mather (1941). He found that males in the higher income 
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groups were eight times more likely to join voluntary 
associations than males in low income groups. Komarovsky 
(1946) demonstrated a similar relationship between occupa­
tional status and participation, with males in professional 
occupations being about three times as likely to belong to 
voluntary associations as males in unskilled occupational 
categories. Numerous other studies (Brown, 1953; Foskett, 
1955; Scott, 1957; Freeman et al., 1957; Seal, 1956; Wright 
and Hyman, 1958; Hodge and Treiman, 1968) have consistently 
documented a positive relationship between these variables. 
While a relationship between socioeconomic status and 
participation has been widely demonstrated, substantial dis­
agreement remains as to underlying causes of this relation­
ship. Most of the early explanations were variations of the 
theme that with increased urbanization of American society 
primary relationships were displaced and the secondary rela­
tionships of voluntary associations provided a substitute 
(Wirth, 1938; Komarovsky, 1946; Dotson, 1951; Bell, 1955). 
However, Bohrnstedt (1966) suggests that research has really 
not substantiated this claim since low rates of voluntary 
association participation are found in urban places. An 
explanation provided by Knupfer (1947) is that low socio­
economic status is accompanied by apathy toward mainstream 
culture, and that the low rates of participation for lower 
socioeconomic sectors are indicative of a withdrawal from 
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mainstream culture. 
Another explanation (Foskett, 1955) draws on processes 
of social mobility. It is suggested that persons in higher 
socioeconomic groups use participation in voluntary associa­
tion to achieve upward mobility, whereas persons in lower 
classes fail to perceive potential similar mobility gains 
and, therefore, fail to participate. 
The author agrees with Bohrnstedt (1966) that no satis­
factory explanation has been provided for the relationship 
between socioeconomic status and participation in voluntary 
associations. Another body of literature in the partici­
pation tradition which sheds some light on this relationship 
and suggests that it is indirect rather than direct is pro­
vided by researchers who have been concerned with developing 
more complete models of participation in voluntary associa­
tions . 
Drawing on the work of such researchers as Martin and 
Siegel (1953), Wilson (1954) and Beal (1956) sought to as­
certain the relative importance of socioeconomic status 
variables in predicting participation. These earlier re­
searchers had found a relationship between attitudinal vari­
ables and participation, and Seal's strategy was to assess 
the relative contribution of attitudinal variables compared 
to socioeconomic variables. Beal found that attitudinal 
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variables were better predictors of participation levels, a 
finding which suggests that the relationship between socio­
economic status and participation may be indirect rather than 
direct. More recently, such researchers as Bohrnstedt 
(1966) , Smith (1966), and Rogers (1971) in attempting to 
build more complex models of participation also have found 
that attitudinal and personality variables are better 
predictors of participation than socioeconomic status. 
The conclusion to be drawn from the research literature 
on socioeconomic status and participation in voluntary 
associations is that; socioeconomic status is related to be­
coming involved in a collective form, but is only indirectly 
related. 
There is a paucity of sociological literature dealing 
with the relationship between socioeconomic status and indi­
vidual forms of involvement in issues. The most pertinent 
materials are in the area of political participation, par­
ticularly voting behavior. 
Research by Milbrath and Klein (1962), Milbrath (1965), 
and Rosenberg (1956) has consistently demonstrated greater 
voting participation by persons from high, rather than low, 
socioeconomic status levels. This relationship, as with the 
relationship between socioeconomic status and voluntary 
association participation, is indirect. All of these studies, 
with the exception of Milbrath (1965), found that the strength 
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of the relationship between socioeconomic status and voter 
participation decreased when variables such as anomia, poli­
tical alienation, and misanthrophy were controlled. 
The conclusion is clear that socioeconomic status is 
related to both individual and collective involvement in 
issues, but that this relationship is mediated through 
intervening variables. The model in this study tests for 
several variables which are posed in the research literature 
as affecting such issue involvement. 
Subjective competence - B 
As Mulford and Klonglan (1970) and Bohrnstedt (1966) 
indicate, the recent direction of research in building models 
of participation in voluntary associations has been to in­
clude cognitive variables such as attitudes and personality 
dimensions, rather than using solely structural factors, 
such as socioeconomic status. In fact, it has been the in­
clusion of cognitive variables that has demonstrated an in­
direct relationship between socioeconomic status and partici­
pation in voluntary associations. 
Numerous researchers have demonstrated a relation­
ship between socioeconomic status and anomia (Srole, 
1956; Bell, 1957; HcDill and Ridley, 1962). The consistent 
finding is that lower socioeconomic groups demonstrate 
higher rates of anomia than do higher socioeconomic 
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groups. 
In addition to demonstrating the relationship between 
socioeconomic status and anomia, other researchers have demon­
strated relationships between individual and collective forms 
of involvement and anomia. Previous research (Milbrath, 
1965; Milbrath and Klein, 1962; Milbrath, 1965; McDill and 
Ridley, 1962; Rosenberg, 1956) has revealed an inverse rela­
tionship between anomia and participation in voluntary 
associations. 
Previous research supports the hypotheses: 1) that socio­
economic status is related to anomia, and 2) that anomia 
is, in turn, related to participation in individual and col­
lective forms of involvement. 
Almond and Verba (1965) have conceptualized the power-
lessness component of alienation as subjective competence.^ 
This refers to the degree to which an individual believes 
he can exert influence on governmental decisions. The 
preference for the concept of subjective competence over 
alienation or anomia lies in that notion that it is the power-
lessness component of alienation that has the greatest 
bearing on involvement in an issue, a view that is supported 
^As Dean (1961) points out, the concept alienation as 
used by sociologists has five dimensions. These are; power-
lessness, meaningless, normlessness, isolation, and self-
estrangement. For this study the interest is in only power-
lessness. 
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by the work of Almond and Verba as well as Rose (1959). 
Almond and Verba found in their cross-cultural study that 
subjective competence was related to political participation 
in a positive fashion. They further found a positive rela­
tionship between socioeconomic status and subjective compe­
tence. Rose concluded that the item "There is little use 
writing to public officials, because they aren't really 
interested in the problems of the average man" was really 
accounting for most of the relationship between anomia and 
participation. It is felt that this one item taps subjective 
competence and supports a relationship between subjective 
competence and participation. 
The research on powerlessness or subjective competence 
suggests the hypothesis that: There is a relationship between 
socioeconomic status and subjective competence; and second, 
that there is a relationship between subjective competence 
and involvement in an issue. 
Democratic value orientation - C 
Mulford and Klonglan (1970), in developing a model of 
participation in voluntary associations, suggest that at 
least one correlate of voluntary association participation 
is what has been conceptualized as a general obligation to 
®See Leo Srole (1956). 
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participate. Apparently the conceptualization is based, in 
part, on the research of Nelson, Franz, and Marshall (1969) 
which revealed that commitment to solve community prob­
lems and affect obligation to participate was signifi­
cantly related to participation in voluntary associa­
tions . 
Perhaps more than other researchers, Almond and Verba 
(1963) have directly tried to include this notion of a 
"general obligation to participate" in their research on 
political participation. Almond and Verba suggest the 
existence of three political cultures. Political culture 
is defined as: 
. . .specifically political orientations-attitudes to­
ward the political system and its various parts, and 
attitudes toward the role of the self in the system. 
The three political cultures are the parochial, the sub­
ject, and the participant; and it is suggested that members 
of each of these have different sets of expectations re­
garding the relationship of the self to the political system. 
In the parochial culture the members expect nothing from the 
political system. In the subject culture the members expect 
to receive benefits from the political system, but are passive 
in regard to making inputs into the political system. Finally, 
in the participant political culture, participants are 
oriented toward both the inputs and outputs of the political 
system. Essentially, Almond and Verba disregard the 
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parochial culture when describing complex societies. Complex 
societies of the democratic form such as the United States 
are regarded as containing a mixture of the subject and 
participant orientations. 
Within each of these two political cultures the individ­
ual as an actor has a different orientation toward govern­
ment. The actor in the subject culture can be described as 
a passive victim of government action, and in fact,"his 
political outlook orients him to accept his role as a passive 
victim. The actor in the participant political culture 
believes that he ought to participate in political activity 
since in his orientation toward the political system he is 
just as concerned with inputs as he is with outputs. The 
eunount of "oughtness" associated with these two political 
outlooks would seem to have a bearing on a need of involve­
ment in public issues. That is, the participant's political 
orientation should lead one to become involved in public 
issues whereas the subject orientation should prevent one 
from becoming involved. It is felt that both of these con­
ceptualizations of political orientations can be subsumed 
under the more general conceptual notion of democratic value 
orientation. For purposes of this study, democratic value 
orientation is defined as the individual's perception of the 
degree to which he should become involved in public issues. 
The literature suggests two relationships that have a 
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bearing on democratic value orientation as it applies to a 
model of involvement. In their five nation study Almond 
and Verba (1963) found that a sense of obligation to partici­
pate was positively related to socioeconomic status. Second, 
they found that the participant outlook was related to the 
preferred strategy that an individual would take in in­
fluencing his government, as individuals with a participant 
outlook were more likely to favor collective strategies than 
if they possessed a subject orientation. Third, Almond and 
Verba, as well as Mulford and Klonglan (1970) and Nelson, 
et al. (1969), have found a positive relationship between 
democratic value orientation and participation in organized 
groups. But as Almond and Verba point out, "...that an indi­
vidual believes he ought to participate in the political life 
of his community or nation does not mean that he will in 
fact do so." In fact, their own data suggests a gap between 
the sense of participation and the fact of participation. 
This suggests the hypothesis that: there is a relationship 
between socioeconomic status and democratic value orientation. 
Perception of strategy treatment - D 
Another variable which might help to explain the gap be­
tween democratic value orientation and actual involvement in 
an issue is the notion of perception of strategy treatment. 
This refers to the individual's perception of the treatments 
he will receive should he enact preferred involvement 
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strategies. It should be emphasized that the reference is 
not to treatment in terms of punishment and rewards, but 
rather to the individual's perceptions of the actual effects 
of enacting preferred involvement strategies. That an indi­
vidual has unfavorable perceptions of treatment as a result 
of enacting preferred involvement strategies would seem to 
have something to say about that individual's failure to 
employ such strategies. 
A hypothesis that suggests how perceptions of strategy 
treatments might vary: there is a relationship between sub­
jective competence and the perception of strategy treatment. 
The rationale for this hypothesis is straightforward: namely, 
that individuals who are confident that they can influence 
decision-making outcomes will have more favoredble percep­
tions of the mechanisms for exerting such influence. 
Involvement strategy preferences - E 
Much of the analysis thus far has been based on the work 
of researchers building models of participation in voluntary 
associations. We move beyond the customary analysis with 
the introduction of additional concepts. It is hoped that 
these concepts will serve two functions: first, they 
permit elaboration of the model to deal with both individual 
and collective forms and, secondly, they will provide an 
explanation of the gap between felt obligation to participate 
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(Democratic Value Orientation) and actual participation. 
Simply because an individual feels he ought to be involved 
in political affairs doesn't mean he will become involved. 
Almond and Verba's (1963) data demonstrates that a gap between 
commitment and behavior does in fact exist. 
Almond and Verba themselves provide a hint as to what 
is partially responsible for this gap. In their discussion 
they iiqply that individuals in the several political cultures 
differ in the way they report they would influence the govern­
ment. Here it is important to note the phrase would influence. 
In the Almond and Verba study the respondents were given a 
hypothetical situation and asked how they would try to 
influence their governments. The reason it is felt that the 
phrase would influence is significant is that it suggests 
the possibility that individuals vary in their preferences of 
how influencing the government should be carried out. It 
would seem that Olson's (1968) research which illustrated 
differential patterns with regard to the approval of various 
forms of protest provides some support for this argument. 
The possibility that individuals possess preferences for 
different styles of involvement may exist. Essentially this 
me ems that individuals differ as to preferences they have 
for how to make inputs into decision-making outcomes. Here 
the reference is really to a cognitive sort of structure, 
which is termed involvement strategy preference. The 
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suggestion, then, is that individuals differ in the way they 
prefer to become involved in a public issue. To be con­
sistent, involvement strategy preference refers to the 
preferred strategy of involvement that the individual would 
use if he were to become involved in an issue* 
A legitimate question given this argument is; "What 
are the factors that determine involvement strategy 
preferences?" Here the evidence is sparse with one factor 
being suggested by Almond and Verba. They found in their 
five nation study that preferences varied by the predomi­
nant political culture of the country. In the United 
States, which they considered to be the most participant 
oriented, 56 percent of their respondents would work through 
organized groups. Conversely, they found that only 18 
percent of their United States respondents would work alone, 
and that 43 percent of the Italian respondents would work 
alone. These findings suggest the hypothesis that there is a 
relationship between democratic orientation and involvement 
strategy preference. As will be pointed out shortly, support 
of this hypothesis would not by itself be an adequate explana­
tion of the relationship between democratic value orientation 
and involvement in a public issue. 
Awareness - F 
In a recent paper Orum (1971), in proposing a model of 
involvement in social, movements, points out that an individual 
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must be aware of the movement before he can possibly partici­
pate. The idea that individuals must be aware of an organi­
zation prior to involvement is obvious and simple. However, 
it would seem that awareness helps to partially explain the 
gap found between a felt obligation to participate and actual 
participation. For example, if it is assumed that democratic 
value orientation leads one to prefer collective strategies 
for becoming involved in an issue, but the individual is 
unaware of opportunities for collective involvement, he is 
unlikely to become involved in collective action. On the 
other hand, if the individual's preferences are to individual 
forms of involvement, then it is unnecessary that he be aware 
of organizations to become involved in an issue. 
General attitudes toward collective forms of involvement -
G and specific attitudes toward opportunities for involvement 
9 in a collective form - H 
Mulford and Klonglan point out that Morton and Siegel 
(1953), Wilson (1954), and Seal (1956) were among the first 
researchers to relate attitudinal variables to participation 
in voluntary associations. In their literature review of 
participation studies Mulford and Klonglan (1970) note that 
15 attitudes have been found to be consistently related to 
g 
Much of the discussion in this section draws on a paper 
by Mulford and Klonglan (1970) which extensively reviews the 
literature relating attitudinal variables to participation in 
voluntary associations. 
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affiliation with voluntary associations. These range from 
the general obligation to participate, to favorable evalua­
tions of friendly relations in specific voluntary associa­
tions. These early researchers as well as subsequent re­
searchers^^ generally worked within a correlational frame­
work and were not directly concerned with elaborate model 
building. Out of this collage of the attitudinal correlates 
of participation in voluntary associations, several re­
searchers (Bohmstedt, 1966; Smith, 1966; Mulford and Klong-
lan, 1970; Rogers, 1971) interested in building more coitç)lex 
models of participation in voluntary associations have 
capitalized on two central themes which provide continuity 
in the recent models of participation in voluntary associa­
tions. These are that individuals in order to participate 
must possess a set of general attitudes favorable to 
voluntary associations, as well as a set of attitudes favor­
able to specific voluntary associations. General attitudes 
refer to attitudes toward general classes of objects (e.g., 
voluntary associations) while specific attitudes refer to 
attitudes toward a particular object (e.g., a specific 
voluntary association). 
Smith's (1966) study of Chilean voluntary associations 
suggested that while both general attitudes toward voluntary 
^^Other researchers that have dealt with this topic are; 
Deveraux (1960); Jesser (1967); Schwirian and Helfrich (1968); 
and Downing (1957). 
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associations and attitudes toward specific voluntary associa­
tions were important correlates of involvement in voluntary 
associations, the specific attitudes accounted for more 
variance than did the general attitudes. Step-wise regression 
analysis by Rogers (1971) demonstrated findings consistent 
with Smith. These findings suggest the temporal ordering 
(see Mulford and Klonglan, 1970) that the individual must 
first possess a set of attitudes favorable to voluntary 
associations and then secondly must possess a set of atti­
tudes favorable to a specific organization before he joins 
that organization. This temporal sequence would seem to have 
direct implications for a model of involvement in an issue, 
and suggests the hypothesis that there is a relationship 
between general attitudes toward collective forms of in­
volvement and involvement in a collective form. A second 
hypothesis is that there is a relationship between attitudes 
toward specific opportunities for collective involvement and 
involvement in a collective form. 
Perceived reference group effects - I 
Reference group theory maintains that the social groups 
to which individuals belong, identify with, or use for com­
parative purposes affect their cognitions and behavior 
(Mead, 1934; Kelley, 1952; Rose, 1962; Williams, 1970). 
Campbell and Alexander (1965) argue that before some element 
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in the community can have a real effect, the people in the 
conanunity must perceive that element. Flinn (1970) found 
that respondents who perceived that innovativeness was valued 
in a community tended to be innovative in their own behavior, 
despite possible personal values toward status quo operations. 
This pattern is conceptualized by Flinn as "perceived 
structural effects". That is, social structure affects 
individual behavior to the extent that the individual per­
ceives existing structural values and aligns his behavior 
to accord with these values. 
Moore's (1968) discussion of different uses of the con­
cept "social structure" implies that reference groups are 
important components of social structure. It seems that 
perceived structural effects are in fact reference group 
effects. That is, that individuals adjust their behavior to 
accord with their perceptions of the norms and values of 
reference groups. 
Both Bohrnstedt (1966) and Rogers (1971) suggest that 
peer influences and familial influences are important pre­
dictors of involvement in voluntary associations. In addi­
tion to these two, community influence may be suggested as a 
possible predictor. That is, communities vary as to the 
expectations they have for participation in voluntary 
associations or for collective forms of issue involvement; 
and to the extent that individuals in the community perceive 
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a supportive norm they are more likely to become involved 
in voluntary associations. The hypothesis appropriate here 
is that: there is a relationship between perceived 
reference group effects and the collective forms of involve­
ment in a public issue. The discussion above has delineated 
variables used in the model * has reviewed the pertinent 
literature, and presented some general hypotheses. Attention 
is now directed to specifying the working hypotheses by which 
the model is tested. 
Hypothesized Relationships 
The model of alternative forms of involvement in public 
issues is more fully described in this section. This model 
is based on the discussion and conceptualization presented 
above. Proposed linkages between concepts in the models flow 
from the hypotheses that have been presented. As will be 
seen, these hypotheses are modified in some instances and 
additional hypotheses are proposed. These hypotheses may 
be identified in Figure 2b by locating the same hypothesis 
number used for reference in the text. While the hypotheses 
are stated in terms of a traditional approach they could be 
also stated as if - then propositions. As previously stated, 
the model applies only to persons who either have taken a 
supporting or opposing position on an issue. 
The first variable in the model is socioeconomic status 
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which is defined as the individual's position within the 
societal stratification system. Here the notion is that 
life experiences and socialization outcomes differ as a 
result of one's location in the stratification system, and 
that basic values surrounding expectations about involvement 
in public issues are determined by these differential life 
experiences and socialization outcomes. 
The second variable in the model is democratic value 
orientation which was previously defined as the individual's 
perception of the extent to which he should become involved 
in cm issue. As previously discussed, the concept of demo­
cratic value orientation can be thought of as containing two 
sub-types, the participant and subject orientations. The 
participant orientation refers to a democratic value orienta­
tion whereby the individual believes he ought to involve him­
self in public issues, whereas persons holding a subject 
orientation feel they should remain passive and accept 
decision-making outcomes without making personal inputs. It 
already has been suggested that an individual's socioeconomic 
status plays a part in determining his values toward involve­
ment in an issue. Here the notion is that differential life 
experiences and socialization outcomes as a result of socio­
economic status determine values about involvement. This is 
stated as the first general hypothesis (GH) in the model. 
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GH 1: There is a relationship between socioeconomic 
status and democratic value orientation. 
The two concepts of democratic value orientation, the 
participant and subject value orientations, suggest two sub-
hypotheses (SH) ; 
SH la; The higher the socioeconomic status the 
higher the participant value orientation. 
SH lb: The higher the socioeconomic status the 
lower the subject value orientation. 
Essentially, it is proposed that individuals in higher 
socioeconomic groups have life and socialization experiences 
which lead to a considerable value being placed on active 
involvement in issues, whereas experiences of persons in 
lower socioeconomic groups lead them to value passive re-
ceptiveness toward decision-making outcomes. 
The third variable in the model is subjective competence 
which is defined as the degree to which the individual feels 
he can exert influence on decisions surrounding public issues 
(Almond and Verba, 1965). The model implies that an indi­
vidual's subjective competence is determined (in part) by 
the individual's position in the stratification system. 
The general hypothesis is that; 
GH 2; There is a relationship between socioeconomic 
status and subjective competence. 
The sub-hypothesis suggested by the model is; 
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SH 2a: Socioeconomic status is related positively 
to subjective competence. 
Evidence from the literature supporting these hypotheses 
has been discussed. The reasoning underlying this 
hypothesized relationship is similar to that underlying the 
hypothesized relationship between socioeconomic status and 
democratic value orientation; namely, that differential life 
experiences as a result of one's location in the stratifica­
tion system produce variations in assessment of persons' 
abilities to influence social system outputs. Life ex­
periences of persons in higher socioeconomic groups lead them 
to feel they can influence decision-making outcomes of larger 
social systems, whereas experiences of persons in lower 
socioeconomic groups produce a felt inability to affect 
decision-making. 
The fourth variable in the model is involvement strategy 
preference. The four major types of involvement strategy 
preferences are: 1) individual strategies, 2} collective 
strategies, 3) mixed strategies, and 4) noninvolvement 
strategies. Individuals vary in their preferences for be­
coming involved in a public issue, with some preferring indi­
vidual forms, others collective forms, and still others both 
individual and collective (mixed) forms of involvement. Some 
may prefer none of these forms and pursue instead a strategy 
of noninvolvement, despite commitment to a desired resolution 
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of the issue. The model suggests the general hypothesis that: 
GH 3: There is a relationship between democratic value 
orientation and involvement strategy preference. 
The following sub-hypotheses help to explain this hypothesized 
relationship. 
SH 3a: The higher the participant value orientation 
the higher the preference for all involvement 
strategies. 
SH 3b: The higher the participant value orientation 
the higher the preference for collective 
involvement strategies. 
SH 3c: The higher the subject value orientation 
the lower the preference for all involve­
ment strategies. 
SH 3d: The higher the subject value orientation 
the higher the preference for a strategy 
of noninvolvement. 
The argument implied by these hypotheses is that persons 
who believe they should become involved in public issues have 
greater preferences for strategies of involvement than 
persons who do not believe they should become involved. That 
is, an individual who feels an obligation to participate is 
likely to approve of means for participation. The Almond 
and Verba (1965) data also suggest that individuals with a 
political outlook corresponding to the participant political 
culture disproportionately report that they would elect 
organized forms of collective involvement if they were to 
try to influence a governmental decision. It seems that the 
reason for this is that democratic culture contains a norm 
36 
of approval for organized action. Individuals with higher 
democratic participant value orientations have internalized 
this norm, whereas individuals with weaker participant value 
orientations are more likely to prefer individual forms of 
involvement. Finally, it seems reasonable to expect that 
those whose values dictate they remain passive in public 
issues are less likely to approve of strategies for involve­
ment, but rather prefer a passive role. 
The model also suggests that involvement strategy 
preference is related to the forms of involvement. The 
following general and sub-hypotheses capture this argument. 
GH 4; There is a relationship between involvement 
strategy preference and the form of involvement 
in an issue. 
SH 4a) Individuals tend to enact the forms of in­
volvement that correspond to their involve­
ment strategy preference. 
At this point the processual aspect of the model begins 
to operate in that if individuals prefer noninvolvement 
strategies they will bypass the other components in the model 
and will not become involved in a public issue. 
The fifth variable in the model is perception of stragegy 
treatment which is defined as the individual's perception of 
the treatment he will receive if he enacts a preferred 
strategy. The model suggests two sets of relationships here. 
First, that: 
GH 5: There is a relationship between subjective 
competence and perception of strategy treatment. 
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SH 5a: The higher the subjective competence the 
more favorable the perception of strategy 
treatment. 
The reasoning underlying this hypothesis is that indi­
viduals who are confident they can influence decision-making 
outcomes will, as a result of such feelings, also be assured 
that enacted strategies for involvement will be effective in 
making inputs which affect decision-making outcomes. Indi­
viduals who have faith they can make a difference will also 
have faith in the mechanisms available for making a difference. 
The second set of hypotheses is: 
GH 6: There is a relationship between perception of 
strategy treatment and involvement in an issue. 
SH 6a: The more favorable the perception of 
strategy treatments the greater the involve­
ment in an issue. 
SH 6b: The more favorable the perception of a given 
strategy treatment the greater the involve­
ment in that form. 
Here the model relates perception of strategy treat­
ment to the forms of involvement in two ways. First it 
suggests that individuals who have favoraUale perceptions of 
the treatment they will receive upon enacting a preferred 
strategy of involvement are nore likely to become involved 
in an issue than those building unfavorable perceptions. 
Second, it suggests that an individual is more likely to 
enact the involvement form(s) for which his perceptions of 
strategy treatment are favorable. The model suggests that 
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at this point the individual could bypass the subsequent 
components in the model in two ways. First, those who have 
unfavorable perceptions of treatment for all possible 
involvement forms might drop out emd, in essence, enact a 
strategy of noninvolvement. Secondly, individuals whose 
preference is for individual forms, and who have favorable 
perceptions of strategy treatment as a result of enacting 
these forms, should elect the individual forms of involve­
ment. 
The sixth variable is awareness of collective forms. 
This variable can be thought of as a stimulus which in effect 
starts the individual working through the process varieibles. 
If an individual prefers collective strategies for involve­
ment, and has favorable perceptions of treatment as a result 
of collective strategies, then before he can enact the col­
lective form of involvement on an issue he must be aware of a 
collective form. Stated simply, before an individual can 
join a protest organization, he must be aware of the 
existence of such organizations. The general and specific 
hypotheses are; 
GH 7: There is a relationship between awareness of 
collective forms for involvement in an issue 
and the form of involvement. 
SH 7a; Individuals who are not aware of collective 
forms for involvement in an issue will not 
be involved in a collective form. 
It is likely the^t individuals who have favorable predisposi­
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tions in terms of strategy preferences and perceptions of 
treatment toward becoming involved in a collective form, 
but who are not aware of opportunities for collective in­
volvement, will bypass the process variable in the model. 
For individuals whose predispositions are favorable, aware­
ness of a collective opportunity for involvement is a 
necessary condition for working through the remaining 
variables. While these hypotheses seem trite, the intent 
is to convey that awareness is a necessary but not sufficient 
condition for collective involvement. 
Perception of treatment is the point in the model 
where the involvement process begins to operate as a result 
of strategy. As previously indicated, those who favor indi­
vidual involvement strategies and who perceived favorable 
results from enacting these strategies will bypass the addi­
tional process variables in the model. The actual process 
begins at this point since the model suggests that indivi­
duals who prefer collective involvement strategies, who have 
favorable perceptions of treatment as a result of these 
strategies, and who are aware of opportunities for collective 
involvement will work through the seventh variable in the 
model, which is General Attitudes Toward Collective Involve­
ment. 
The argument is that individuals who perceive favorable 
treatment as a result of collective strategy go on to evaluate 
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the general class of objects that has been labeled as 
"collective forms of involvement" in an issue, or voluntary 
associations. No mention has been made of the specific 
attitudinal dimensions that the individual evaluates on his 
general evaluation of voluntary associations or collective 
forms of involvement. These specific dimensions will be 
discussed later when these variables are operationalized. 
It is at this point that our notion of general atti­
tudes toward collective forms of involvement differs from 
such writers as Bohrnstedt (1966)/ Smith (1966), Mulford and 
Klonglan (1970), and Rogers (1971). Whereas they were more 
interested in explaining the exact attitudinal dimensions 
which go to make up general attitudes toward voluntary 
associations, the author remains more interested in dealing 
with the concept at a general level, and is concerned with 
the overall favorableness-unfavorableness of evaluations of 
the collective form. 
The model suggests the following. First, if the indi­
vidual's general evaluation of the collective form is un­
favorable, he will bypass the next two variables in the model 
and in so doing will drop out of the rest of the process. 
That is, if an individual's general evaluation of the col­
lective form of involvement is unfavorable, there is no 
expectation that the individual will become involved in a 
collective form. This suggests the general hypothesis: 
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GH 8: There is a relationship between general atti­
tudes toward collective involvement and the 
form of involvement. 
The sub-hypothesis is: 
SH 8a; The more favorable the general attitudes 
toward collective involvement the higher 
the involvement in a collective form. 
The model suggests that individuals who make favorable 
general evaluations of the collective form of involvement 
(voluntary associations) will go to a second evaluation, 
that of the specific opportunities for collective involve­
ment. 
Specific attitudes toward opportunities for involvement 
in a collective form 
The next variable in the model refers to the indivi­
dual's evaluation of specific local voluntary associations in 
which he might become involved. Whereas the general atti-
tudinal notion referred to the evaluation of voluntary 
associations as an abstraction, specific attitudes refers to 
the evaluation of existent collective forms (i.e., operative 
voluntary associations). Again, specific attitudes toward 
opportunities for involvement in a collective form as an 
evaluatory process is being thought of in terms of favor-
ability-unfavorability dimensions. The hypotheses suggested 
by the model at this point are: 
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GH 9; There is a relationship between specific 
attitudes toward opportunities for involvement 
in a collective form and the form of involvement. 
SH 9a; The more favorable the specific attitudes 
toward opportunities for involvement in a 
collective form, the higher involvement in 
a collective form. 
The model indicates that individuals who evaluate 
specific opportunities for involvement unfavorably will by­
pass the final process variable and will not become involved 
in a collective form. Individuals whose attitudes are 
favorable will work through the next process variable, which 
is perceived reference group effects. 
If an individual has favorable attitudes toward local 
voluntary associations (opportunities for involvement) the 
model suggests that he next takes into account the normative 
expectations of significant referents as regards collective 
involvement. The reference groups of coimunity, family, and 
friends are examined here. Individuals who perceive that 
their community, family, or friends are supportive of their 
becoming involved in a collective form are more likely to 
enact such involvement than are individuals who perceive these 
referents as non-supportive. The hypotheses are: 
GH 10: There is a relationship between perceived 
reference group effects and the form of 
involvement in an issue. 
SH 10a: The more favorable perceived reference 
group effects are toward the involvement 
in a collective form, the higher involve­
ment in a collective form. 
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It is suggested that individuals whose perceptions of 
reference group support for becoming involved in a collective 
form do not detect support for this involvement behavior 
will bypass the collective form of involvement, whereas the 
individual whose perceptions detect support will become 
involved in a collective form. 
In summary, the model of involvement suggested in this 
section consists of variables descriptive of various indi­
vidual tendencies. Depending upon the complexion of these 
tendencies the individual may or may not work through the 
model to actual individual, collective, or mixed involvement 
in a social issue. The individual may drop out of the in­
volvement process at various points, depending how he fares 
on previous variables. 
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METHODS 
Several types of information are presented in this 
chapter: 1) a brief overview of the public controversy which 
was studied, 2) a description of field procedures, 3) 
sampling techniques and sample characteristics, 4) operation-
alization of concepts, and 5) the statistical techniques 
used in the analysis. 
Setting for the 
Study 
The divided public opinion surrounding the desirability 
of building the Jefferson Reservoir was the focus of this 
research. The Jefferson Reservoir was first formally 
proposed in 1966 by the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 
If constructed as proposed, the reservoir would be located 
on the Raccoon River about 10 miles northwest of Jefferson, 
Iowa. The reservoir itself would extend northward approxi­
mately 24 miles and be located in Greene, Carroll, and Calhoun 
counties. The surface area of the lake formed by the Jeffer­
son Dam would be approximately 10,700 acres. The latest 
cost estimate for the reservoir is given by the Corps as 
$25,037,000. 
Like most reservoir projects proposed for Iowa by the 
Corps, the Jefferson Reservoir has become a major community 
issue. In addition to being a local issue, the Jefferson 
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project has held considerable extra-community interest since 
it involves both state and federal governmental agencies, 
as well as nongovernmental interest groups. The Corps 
claims project benefits for water quality control, recrea­
tion, and flood control. Acknowledged costs are loss of 
farm land, certain wildlife losses, and construction costs. 
Much of the issue surrounding the proposed Jefferson Reser­
voir can be understood in terms of the project benefits and 
costs. Supporters of the project, while agreeing with the 
benefits claimed by the Corps, tend to see the desirability 
of the reservoir in terms of providing water-based recreation 
opportunities and giving an economic boost to the local area. 
The project's opponents tend to base their claims on loss of 
farmlands, improper accounting methods used in calculating 
the project's benefit/cost ratio, and the ecological and 
aesthetic destruction of the Raccoon River Valley. 
Two voluntary associations sprang up in the course of 
the controversy, one supporting the reservoir and the other 
opposing it. Each of these groups claims a membership of 
approximately 300. Each has distributed literature in sup­
port of its position. Both groups, but especially the oppo­
sition group, have been actively trying to change public 
opinion to a position consistent with their views. Organiza­
tion leaders also have actively attempted to sway the poli­
cies of government officials at the state and federal levels. 
/ 
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The most recent highpoint of conflict in the Jefferson 
Reservoir issue seems to have occurred with public hearings 
held in November of 1970 at Scranton, Iowa. Since this time 
the issue appears to have cooled, at least on the surface. 
Discussions with knowledgeables indicated that the leaders of 
the supporting and opposing factions were still actively 
pursuing their interests in the project. At the time of the 
study, both proponents and opponents were awaiting the 
outcome of reviews by the Corps' Division Engineer. If, as 
a result of a favorable review, the Division Engineer 
recommends construction of the reservoir, a number of addi­
tional steps would have to be taken before the project could 
actually be constructed. 
Field Procedures 
The data reported in this study was obtained through 
the use of an interview schedule. Interviews were conducted 
by persons employed and trained by the Iowa State Statistical 
Laboratory. Sociology staff provided a two-day training 
school for the interviewers. The length of interviews ranged 
from 20-90 minutes, depending on the extent of the 
respondent's knowledge about the reservoir project. 
Respondents who were unaware of the proposed Jefferson 
Reservoir were interviewed using a short form of the inter­
view schedule. 
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The Sample 
The Scunpling was conducted in two stages to insure that 
a sufficient number of respondents were available to test 
the several theoretical models employed in the study. First, 
an area probability sample was drawn by the Iowa State 
Statistical Laiboratory. The sampling area was defined in 
terms of townships adjacent to the proposed reservoir site 
and the downstream portion of the Raccoon River. The area 
probability sample resulted in a sample size of 268. Eli­
gible respondents were all persons 21 years or older, 
living in households in specified areas of Calhoun, Carroll, 
and Greene counties. The sampling frame consisted of 15 
townships and 10 towns. Based upon 1970 census data, a 
sampling rate of 1 out of 185 was used to achieve the de­
sired Scimple size. That is, the probability of a household 
being included in the area sample was 1 in 185. So that both 
sexes were properly represented, a random procedure was used 
to determine which person(s) in the household was (were) 
eligible to be interviewed. The procedure resulted in an 
individual sampling probability of 1 in 37. The response 
rate for the general sample was 87 percent. Most non-
responses resulted primarily from illness or senility of 
elderly persons and from persons being away on winter vaca­
tions. 
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The original intent was to sample members from both the 
proponent and opponent groups, but unfortunately the proponent 
group was not willing to provide a membership list. There­
fore, a separate sample was not drawn from this organization. 
The second sample was drawn from a list of members of the 
organization opposing the reservoir. The sample size was 47, 
with the total membership in the organization listed as 
approximately 300. This second sample was drawn to assure 
that the study would have respondents in the collective form 
of involvement in the issue. With a total population of over 
14,000 in the sangling area, it was unlikely that the area 
probability sample would generate a sufficient number of 
members of either the proponent or opponent groups. 
The area probability sample produced a total of 13 
members, with 6 being from the proponent organization and 7 
being from the opponent organization. Combining the organi­
zational and general population sample, a total of 60 persons 
holding membership in the two organizations was obtained. 
since the model under investigation deals only with 
individuals who have a position on an issue, respondents 
from the area probability survey who held no opinion - pro 
or con - on the proposed reservoir, along with those who 
were unaware that a reservoir was being planned were ex­
cluded from the study. These persons were dropped from this 
analysis total of 56 respondents. A total of 259 respondents 
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were included in the analysis. Some general characteristics 
of the respondents (N 259) are shown in Table 1. 
Table 1. Selected characteristics of study respondents 
Income Percent Education Percent Sex Male Female 
under $1,000 2 8 years or less 16 
$1,000-2,999 12 9-11 years 18 49.8 50.2 
$3,000-4,999 17 Completed high 
school 
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$5,000-6,999 17 High school plus 
vocational school 
12 
$7,000-9,999 23 Completed 4-year 
college program 
9 
$10,000-14,999 20 Some graduate or 
professional work 
5 
$15,000 or more 9 
Operationalization and 
Measurement 
Forms of issue involvement 
In operationalizing the concepts reference will be 
made to both the form and intensity of involvement| the­
oretically it is assumed that form exists on a continuum. 
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Individual involvement Individual involvement in 
an issue was defined as behavioral action directed toward 
affecting decision-making outcomes which occur outside group 
membership. To measure this concept« items were constructed 
which determined whether or not the respondent had engaged 
in several possible actions in the Jefferson Reservoir issue. 
These actions were: 
(1) At any time have you discussed the proposed 
reservoir with other members of your family? 
(2) Have you ever discussed the reservoir with any of 
your neighbors or friends? 
(3) Have you ever personally talked to any politicians 
or government officials about the reservoir? 
(4) Have you ever attended any public discussions or 
educational programs which dealt with the proposed 
reservoir? 
(5) Have you written any letters to express your 
opinion on this project? 
(6) Have you signed any petitions either supporting 
or opposing the Jefferson Reservoir? 
(7) Did you personally attend public hearings on this 
project? 
Whereas items 3-7 obviously reflect behavioral involve­
ment, items 1 and 2 do so to a lesser degree. They were 
included because generating opinion and opinion change in 
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discussions with family and friends cam be considered as an 
individual form of involvement. These items were scored using 
dichotomous response categories. For each item, a yes was 
given a score of 2 and a no, a score of 1. 
Collective involvement This concept was defined as 
behavioral action directed towards affecting decision-making 
outcomes that are enacted as part of an organized group. 
This concept was measured by asking the respondent to indi­
cate whether or not he was a member of either the group that 
had formed to support the Jefferson Reservoir, or the group 
that was opposed to the reservoir. Membership was coded 
as 2; nonmembership as 1. 
Mixed form of involvement This form is a combination 
of collective and individual forms. Persons responding posi­
tively to both individual/collective items were defined as 
exhibiting a mixed form of involvement. 
Noninvolvement Respondents were defined as non-
involved if they did not report behavior directed to affecting 
public decision-making on the reservoir. 
Respondents were assigned to these four categories by 
the following procedure: (1) Those falling into the non-
involvement category were given a score of 0^; (2) those indi­
cating they had enacted any of the individual forms, but had 
not joined an orgamization, were scored (3) those who had 
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joined an organization, but had not pursued any individual 
action were given a score of and (4) persons who engaged 
in both individual and collective forms were scored 3^. 
Involvement as intensity - the overall involvement score 
Involvement in an issue as intensity was defined as 
the amount of behavioral action directed toward affecting 
decision-making outcomes. In order to analyze the relation­
ship between involvement as form and involvement as intensity 
it was necessary to use additional scoring procedures. The 
first procedure included all of the items previously men­
tioned but also included items dealing with the respondent's 
organizational behavior if he had joined an organization. 
These items included length of membership, attendance at 
meetings, taking part in group discussions, holding an office, 
and serving on committees. Since the response categories 
varied from dichotomous to trichotomous patterns, item scores 
for all items (individual and collective) were divided by 
the number of response categories for that respective item 
in order to prevent items from contributing unequally to 
total scores (Nie, Bent, and Hull, 1970). Total scores were 
formed by summing across all items. Item information in 
terms of a Guttman analysis is now presented. 
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The dependent variable - a Guttman analysis 
A question was raised in Cahpter 2 as to the relation­
ship between involvement as behavioral form and involvement 
as behavioral intensity. It is tempting to hypothesize that 
collective involvement is more intense than individual in­
volvement; in other words, that there is a direct relation­
ship between involvement as form and involvement as intensity, 
with individual involvement representing low intensity 
and collective involvement high intensity. To answer 
this question, a Guttman (1944) analysis was riiade of 
items used to measure the dependent variable of issue in­
volvement. This analysis was not used for purposes of assign­
ing scale values but rather as an analytic technique. The 
rationale for using this form of analysis is that if collec­
tive involvement reflects high behavioral intensity, then 
involvement in an issue should be cumulative. That is, 
persons who are collectively involved in an issue should also 
be involved in other (individual) behavioral forms. As Nie, 
Bent, and Hull (1970) point out: 
. . .Guttman scales must be cumulative...operationally 
a cumulative scale implies that the component items can 
be ordered by degree of difficulty and that respondents 
who reply positively to a difficult item will always 
respond positively to less difficult items and vice 
versa... (p. 167) 
Essentially, then, if collective involvement items 
reflect the greatest intensity, they should, in terms of a 
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Guttman analysis, have the greatest difficulty levels. That 
is, if subjects respond positively to collective involvement 
items they should also respond positively to individual in­
volvement items if, in fact, the positive relationship be­
tween form and intensity obtains. Guttman analysis provides 
one way of testing this possibility. 
Table 2 presents a hypothetical ordering of the involve­
ment items. The first five items are considered as collective 
items and the last seven items as individual items. If the 
posited relationship between involvement as form and as 
intensity holds, a Guttman analysis should not reorder the 
items. Here the concern is with item movement among the two 
categories and not with item movement within each category. 
Table 2. Hypothetical ordering of involvement items to 
reflect intensity 
Item Involvement Form Intensity 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
Officer in organization 
On committees 
Take part in discussions 
Attendance at meetings 
Join organization 
High 
Collective 
6. Attend public discussions 
7. Attend public hearings 
8. Talk to politicians Individual 
9. Write letters 
10. Sign petitions 
11. Discuss with friends Low 
12. Discuss with family 
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Table 3 presents the results of the Guttman analysis. 
Each involvement item was dichotomized, and the SPSS Sub-
Program Guttman Scale (Nie, Bent, and Hull, 1970, pp. 196-
207) was used to order and evaluate the items. While the 
criteria presented at the bottom of the table indicate that 
in general the items scale quite well, the major interest 
is in the way the items were ordered. In general, the col­
lective items were more difficult and reflect greater in­
tensity of involvenent them do the individual items. The 
two exceptions to this were "talked to politicians" and 
"wrote letters". These items had a difficulty level greater 
Table 3. Results of Guttman analysis on involvement items 
Involvement Form Percent Percent Passed Failed 
On committees 
Officer in organization 
Talked to politicians 
Write letters 
Join organization 
Attendance at meetings 
Take part in organizational 
discussions 
Attend public hearings 
Attend public discussions 
Sign petitions 
Discussion with friends 
Discussion with family 
Collective 
Collective 
Individual 
Individual 
Collective 
Collective 
Collective 20 
Individual 22 
Individual 26 
Individual 30 
Individual 63 
Individual 64 
2 
3 
12 
15 
20 
20 
98 
97 
88 
85 
80 
80 
80 
78 
74 
70 
37 
36 
Coefficient of Reproducability .93 
Minimum Marginal Reproducability .79 
Percent Improvement .13 
Coefficient of Scalability .66 
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than three of the collective items, but less than two 
collective items, (on committees and officer organization). 
While it may appear that in as much as two individual items 
were reordered into collective categories that the positive 
relationship between involvement as form and as intensity is 
challenged, an alternative interpretation might be that 
writing letters and talking to politicians stems from organi­
zational behavior. Since respondents who wrote letters and 
talked to politicians tended also to be members of organi­
zations it is possible that these actions were precipitated 
out of organizational membership. Unfortunately, since the 
data is static, it is not known if letter writing and 
talking to politicians occurred prior to or after organiza­
tional membership. However, it is not uncommon for an issue-
related organization to encourage its members to write and 
talk to elected officials. 
The Guttman analysis demonstrates that organizational 
members tend to engage in individual forms of action. In 
other words, the collective form of involvement in an issue 
is really "mixed". Individuals who passed the item "join 
organizations" also tended to pass the last five individual 
involvement items included in Table 3. A frequency break­
down of the Involvement Form Scores demonstrates this 
same finding (Table 4). Of the 259 respondents 22 percent 
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were noninvolved, 55 percent were involved in individual 
forms, and 23 percent were involved in a mixed form. 
None of the respondents were involved in the "pure" collective 
category, since all respondents who belonged to organizations 
also were involved in individual forms. The finding that the 
collective form as a pure type does not exist has implica­
tions for the hypotheses to be tested in the next section. 
Table 4. Frequency breakdown of involvement form scores 
Involvement Form Score Frequency Percent 
Noninvolvement 0 58 22 
Individual involvement 1 141 55 
Collective involvement 2 0 0 
Mixed involvement 3 60 23 
Total 2M 100 
Socioeconomic status 
This concept was defined as the individual's position 
within the societal stratification system. This definition 
permits one to take into account relative position in the 
stratification system without considering the exact make-up 
of class structure. Socioeconomic status was measured through 
the use of an index based upon educational attainment, income, 
and occupation. In forming the socioeconomic index, a 
V-V 
standard score transformation (z = -g—) was used for each 
component of the index. These transformed scores were 
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combined additively to provide the index score. Table 5 
summarizes the procedure for constructing the socioeconomic 
index. 
Democratic value orientation 
This concept was defined as the individual's perception 
of the appropriate level of his personal involvement in an 
issue. Democratic value orientation was operationalized 
in terms of its two sub-concepts, the participant orienta­
tion, where the individual feels he should become involved 
in public issues; and the subject orientation, where the 
individual feels he should remain passive and accept decision­
making outcomes without making any inputs into the decision-
meiking process. In order to measure these concepts, a scale 
was constructed for each sub-type. 
The participant orientation scale consisted of six 
items designed to tap the respondent's feelings about the 
extent to which the public should become involved in 
decision-making. The scale contains items referring 
specifically to the proposed Jefferson Reservoir as well as 
items containing nonreservoir referents. A Likert type 
response format of five categories was used. These cate­
gories were strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and 
strongly disagree. The respective scores for the categories 
were 5, 4, 3, 2, 1. The data upon which the evaluation of the 
scale was made is contained in Appendix B. The reliability 
Table 5. Socioeconomic index construction 
Income 
Categories 
Income 
code 
Education 
Categories 
Education Occupation Occupation 
Code Categories Code 
Under $1,000 
$1,000 - 2,999 
$3,000 - 4,999 
$5,000 - 6,999 
$7,000 - 9,999 
$10,000 - 14,999 
1 
2 
3 
8 years or less 
9-11 years 
Completed high 
school 
High school plus 
vocational school 
Completed 4-year 
college program 
Some graduate or 
professional work 
1 
2 
3 
Laborer 1 
Farm laborer 2 
Farmer 3 
Skilled worker, 4 
Foremem 
Clerk, Salesman 5 
Businessman 
$15,000 or more Professional 
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for the scale using Richardson's formula was .73 
and the average inter-item correlation coefficient (r^^^) 
was . 32. 
The subject orientation scale also consisted of six 
items designed to tap the extent to which the respondent felt 
that decision-making should rest in the hands of policy 
makers without inputs by the public. Again, both general 
items and items referring to the proposed Jefferson 
Reservoir were used (Appendix A). The response categories 
and scoring system were the same as on the participant orien­
tation scale. Reliability (r^^) was .77 and the average 
inter-item correlation was .37. 
Subjective competence 
This concept was defined as the degree to which the 
individual feels he can exert influence and decisions on 
public issues. The concept was measured through the use of 
a four item scale (see Appendix A) designed to assess the 
extent to which the individual feels he can have any impact 
on policy decisions. Whereas items used to measure 
participant and subject value orientations were designed to 
tap what the individual feels he should do, these subjective 
competence items are designed to tap what the individual 
thinks he can do. These four items were taken from Olsen's 
(1968) powerless scale. Five response categories were used 
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree with scoring 
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being 5, 4, 3, 2, 1. A reliability coefficient (r^^) of 
.65 was obtained; the average inter-item correlation coeffi­
cient (r..) was .32 (see Appendix B). 
X J 
Involvement strategy preference 
This concept was defined as the individual's preference 
for involvement strategies. In order to measure this con­
cept the individual was provided a hypothetical stimulus 
which asked what he would likely do if he wished to oppose 
a proposed government program that would affect his area. 
The respondent was then provided four alternative courses of 
action. Three of the alternatives reflected individual 
strategies and one of the alternatives reflected a collective 
strategy. The stimulus and items used were: 
What would you be likely to do if a government 
agency was proposing a program in this area which 
you strongly opposed? Do you think you would be 
likely to; 
(1) Write your elected officials? 
(2) Write officials in the agency responsible for the 
program? 
(3) Try to meet with agency officials working on the 
program? 
(4) Join a group which was organized to fight the 
program? 
Responses to each alternative were simply a yes or A 
yes was assigned a value of 2^, and a no a value of Two 
types of scores were given each respondent. The first was 
simply a summation of item scores to form a total score. 
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This score, which shall be referred to as the overall 
strategy score reflects the extent to which the respondent 
prefers all forms of involvement strategies. In addition, 
higher scores reflect preferences for collective strategies, 
whereas lower scores reflect preferences for individual 
strategies or for noninvolvement. The overall strategy score 
was evaluated using Kr20 as an estimate of reliability 
(Nunnally, 1967). A reliability coefficient (r^^) of .65 
was obtained. 
The second scoring procedure which is referred to as the 
strategy preference form score consisted of assigning a 0^ if 
the respondent answered no to all items, which in turn repre­
sents a preference for noninvolvement. If an individual 
answered yes only to an individual item(s) a value of 1^ 
was assigned, thus reflecting preference for individual 
forms. A value of 2^ was assigned if preference was expressed 
only for the collective form (joining a group), and 2 was 
assigned if preferences for both individual and collective 
forms were expressed. A score of 2 reflects a preference 
for mixed strategy. 
Perception of strategy treatment 
This variable is defined as the respondent's perception 
of the treatment he will receive if he enacts a preferred 
strategy. It was measured by four items. For each item, the 
respondent was provided alternative responses describing what 
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might happen if a specific strategy was enacted. Two scores 
were constructed. The overall perception of treatment score 
was constructed by assigning a coded value of 2^ to agreement 
with unfavorable statements and a ^  to agreement with favor­
able statements. A total score was created by summing indi­
vidual item scores. Using Kr20 and r^^ of .47 was obtained. 
While this reliability was much lower than desired, a deci­
sion was made to include it for analysis since this was 
the first time that the scale had been used. 
The second score, the specific perception of treatment 
score was constructed as follows. Respondents who agreed 
only with negative response statements were given a score 
of 2; respondents who had favorable perceptions of only 
individual strategy treatments were given a Respondents 
who had favorable perceptions of only the treatment for the 
collective strategy were given a score of 2^, and respondents 
who had favorable perceptions of treatment as a result of 
both individual and collective strategies were given a 
score of 2» 
These scores reflect the perception of treatment as a 
result of enacting each of the forms of involvement. It 
should be noted that a score of 0^, which reflects un­
favorable perceptions of all strategies, has noninvolvement 
as its counterpart on the involvement strategy preference 
scores. 
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Awareness of collective forms 
This concept was defined simply as the individual's 
cognizance of an issue-related voluntary association that 
was compatible with his position on the reservoir issue. 
Awareness of collective forms was measured by an item which 
asked the individual if he were aware of either of the two 
groups which had developed explicitly for dealing with the 
Jefferson Reservoir issue. Scoring was treated dichotomously 
with individuals being assigned a ^  if they were aware of the 
organization compatible with their own position# and a 1 if 
they were not aware of this organization. 
General attitudes toward collective involvement 
This concept, defined as evaluation of collective in­
volvement forms (voluntary associations) as a general class 
of objects, was measured through the use of a ten item 
scale (general attitudes toward collective involvement scale). 
These items (Appendix A) were phrased in such a way that no 
reference was made to a specific group(s), but rather to 
voluntary associations as a general form of organization. 
The items were designed so that the respondent would evaluate 
voluntary associations generally on such dimensions as 
effectiveness, instrumentality, strategy, leadership, in­
fluence, and group-member relationship. The response format 
was a five part Likert type, with the responses ranging from 
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strongly agree to strongly disagree with scoring being 5 ,  
4, 3/ 2, 1, The reliability (r^^) was 71.4, and the average 
inter-item correlation was .20. 
Specific attitudes toward opportunities for involvement in 
a collective form 
This concept was defined as the individual's evaluation 
of specific/local voluntary associations in which he might 
become involved. Measurement of this concept was made 
through the use of an eight item scale (see Appendix A). 
Respondents were asked to evaluate the two organizations 
specifically available for dealing with the Jefferson 
Reservoir issue. The items were designed so that respondents 
would evaluate these organizations on such dimensions as re­
cruiting ability, organizational influence, style of opera­
tion, organizational strategy, size, member-group relations, 
and the organization's prestige in the community. Seven of 
the items provided the respondent with four response 
categories which reflected a range of favorability. The 
wording of the response categories varied by item. An item 
dealing with success in recruiting had response categories 
which ranged from very successful to not too successful, 
whereas another item dealing with organizational influence 
had responses ranging from a great deal of influence to no 
influence. 
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The seven items with four response categories were 
scored 4, 3, 2, or 1; with £ representing the most favorable 
response and ^ the least favorable response. One item 
which had only three response categories was scored 3, 2, or 
1; with 2 representing the most favorable response and 1 
the least favorable response. So that each item was weighted 
equallyr each item was divided by its number of response 
categories (three or four). A summated total score was then 
calculated with high scores representing favorable evaluations. 
The scale reliability (r^^) was 75.6, and the average inter-
item correlation was 30.6. 
Perceived reference group effects 
This concept was defined as the individual's perception 
of norms for becoming involved collectively. It was 
measured with respect to the individual's family, friends, 
and community. Three items were used to assess perceived 
reference group effects (see Appendix A). The first item 
(Indicator I) asked the respondent whether or not his or her 
spouse belonged to one of the two organizations which had 
developed to promote or oppose the Jefferson Reservoir. 
The second item (Indicator II) ascertained if his or her 
friends belonged to one of these organizations. The third 
item (Indicator III) required the respondent to evaluate 
the extent to which his community generally attached 
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importance to local persons joining community groups. Table 
6 summarizes scoring procedures for these three items. Since 
perceived reference group effects is a complex concept, a 
composite of the three items was not constructed because 
there was an interest in assessing the relative effect of 
each of the three indicators. 
Table 6. Scoring procedures for perceived structural effects 
items 
Item Scoring Procedure 
Spouse belong Yes No 
Friends belong Most Some Few None 
"3 3 2 1 
Community Great deal of Some Little 
attaches importance Importance Importamce Unsure 
Table 7 presents a matrix of the correlations between 
the three indicators. As can be seen, the magnitude of the 
correlations between indicators varies from .19 to .57. Each 
correlation between indicators is statistically significant 
(P <.001). 
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Table 7. Correlation matrix of relationships between per­
ceived structural effects indicators 
I 
Spouse 
Belong 
II 
Friends 
Belong 
III 
Community 
Importance 
I 
Spouse 1.00 — -
II 
Friends 
Belong .57 1.00 
III 
Community 
Importance .19 .29 1.00 
Analysis Techniques 
Two statistical techniques were used in the data 
analysis. Correlation was employed to test the two variable 
hypotheses, it should be noted that simple regression would 
accomplish the same task. Second, to assess the model as 
a whole, several regression techniques were utilized. Each 
of these techniques is discussed in conjunction with the 
appropriate findings. The rationale for using regression is 
to assess the relative contribution of the various components 
in the overall involvement model. 
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FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The research findings are presented as follows: 1) 
tests of the hypotheses using zero order correlation, and 
2) tests of the model using regression analysis. 
Tests of Hypotheses 
Data on each empirical hypothesis is reported in this 
section.Analysis of these two variable hypotheses used 
Pearsonian Correlation with a one-tailed test since the 
hypotheses were directional. All relationships reported as 
being significant are at the .05 level of probability or 
12 less. The results of this correlation analysis are 
summarized in Table 8. 
Socioeconomic status and democratic value orientation^^ 
E.H. la: The higher the score on the socio­
economic status index the higher the 
score on the participant orientation 
scale. 
r = .07 P > .05 
^^The empirical hypotheses which are tested are identi­
fied as E.H. The number and letter following these terms 
correspond to the general and specific hypotheses presented 
in Chapter II. 
12 
Tables in Walker and Lev (1969) were used for tests of 
significance. 
^^The general form of the statistical hypotheses being 
tested are: 1) the null hypothesis, HO: P < 0 and 2) the 
alternative hypothesis that HA: P > 0. 
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The hypothesized relationship between socioeconomic 
and participant orientation was not supported. 
E.H. lb: The higher the score on the socioeconomic 
status index the lower the score on the 
subject orientation scale. 
r = -.03 ^ .05 
The obtained correlation coefficient was not sufficient 
to confirm the hypothesized relationship between socio­
economic status and subject orientation. 
In summary, these data fail to support the hypothesis 
of a relationship between socioeconomic status and democratic 
value orientation. However, when the socioeconomic status 
index was decomposed into its component parts, low rela­
tionships were found for income and education. A signifi­
cant relationship (r = .12) obtained between the participant 
orientation scale emd respondent's income, and an inverse 
relationship was found (r = -.23) between the education index 
scores and subject orientation scores. 
Socioeconomic status and subjective competence 
E.H. 2a: The higher the score on the socioeconomic 
index the higher the score on the sub­
jective competence scale. 
r = .21 P < .05 
The relationship hypothesized between socioeconomic 
status and subjective competence was supported. 
71 
Democratic value orientation and involvement strategy 
preference 
E.H, 3a: The higher the score on the participant 
orientation scale the higher the overall 
strategy preference score. 
r = .19 P < .05 
The data support the hypothesized relationship between 
participant orientation and involvement strategy preference. 
E.H. 3b: The higher the participant orientation 
score the higher the strategy preference 
form score. 
r = .05 P < .05 
The correlation coefficient was not of sufficient magni­
tude to support this hypothesized relationship. 
E.H. 3c: The higher the subject orientation score 
the lower the strategy preference form 
score. 
r = .22 P < .05 
The hypothesized relationship is supported. 
In summary, three of the four sub-hypotheses generated 
by the general hypothesis that there is a relationship be­
tween democratic value orientation and involvement strategy 
preferences were supported. Respondents who scored high on 
participant orientation had greater preferences for all types 
of involvement. However, the data do not reveal a high level 
of correspondence between participant orientation and a 
preference for one form of involvement over others. It is 
found that persons with subject orientations had low 
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preferences for all involvement forms, and t^at they preferred 
a strategy of noninvolvement. 
Strategy preference and the form of involvement 
E.H. 4a; The higher the strategy preference form 
score the higher the involvement form 
score. 
r = .20 P < .05 
These data reveal a correspondence between the preferred 
form of involvement and actual form of involvement. 
E.H. 5a: The higher the score on the subjective 
competence scale the higher the overall 
perception of treatment score. 
r = .31 P < .05 
This hypothesis is supported in that the data reveal that 
respondents who felt they were competent to effect decision­
making had favorable perceptions of the treatment they would 
receive if they enacted alternative involvement strategies. 
Perception of strategy treatment and involvement 
E.H. 6a: The higher the overall perception of 
treatment score the higher the overall 
involvement score. 
r = .12 P < .05 
The data support the hypothesized relationship between 
overall perception of treatment and involvement. 
E.H. 6b: The higher the specific perception of 
treatment score the higher the involve­
ment form score. 
r = .08 P > .05 
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Here the obtained correlation coefficient does not support 
the hypothesized relationship. 
In summary/ the data reveals that respondents who had 
favorable perceptions of all strategy treatments had higher 
rates of involvement in public issues. There is no evi­
dence that individuals who perceived favoreJale treatment as 
a result of enacting a specific form necessarily would enact 
that form. 
Awareness of collective forms and involvement in a collective 
form 
E.H. 7a: The lower the awareness score the lower 
the involvement form score. 
r = .56 P < .05 
The hypothesized relationship between awareness of col­
lective forms of involvement and involvement in those forms 
is supported. The data suggests that while awareness of a 
collective opportunity for involvement is a prerequisite for 
collective involvement, being aware of such an opportunity 
is no assurance in itself that an individual will become 
involved in that opportunity. 
General attitudes toward collective involvement and involve­
ment in a collective form 
g.H. 8a: The higher the score on the general atti­
tudes toward collective involvement scale 
the higher the involvement form score. 
r = .29 P < .05 
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The hypothesized relationship between general attitudes 
toward collective involvement and involvement in a collective 
form is supported. The data reveal that respondents who had 
favorable attitudes toward collective involvement also tended 
to become involved in collective endeavors. 
Specific attitudes toward collective involvement and involve­
ment in a collective form 
E.H. 9a: The higher the specific attitudes toward 
opportunities in a collective form score 
the higher the score on the involvement 
for scale. 
r = .50 P < .05 
The data indicate that respondents who evaluated 
specific opportunities for collective involvement favorably 
were more likely to become involved in these opportunities 
them were respondents who had unfavorable attitudes. 
Perceived reference group effects and the form of involvement 
E.H. lOa-1: The higher the score on Indicator 
I (spouse) the higher the involvement 
form score. 
r = .74 P < .05 
E.H. lOa-2: The higher the score on Indicator II 
(friends) the higher the involvement 
form score 
r = .66 P < .05 
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E.H. lOa-3: The higher the score on Indicator 
III (community) the higher the involve 
ment form score. 
r = .20 P < .05 
Each of the three empirical hypotheses (E.H. lOa-1, 
E.H. lOa-2, and E.H. lOa-3) was supported. These findings 
reveal that the more favorably one perceives reference groups 
to be toward involvement in a collective form, the higher 
the rate of personal involvement in such forms. 
Table 8 summarizes results of the tests of these two 
variable hypotheses. Additional regression analysis will 
now be considered. 
Table 8. Summary of correlational analysis for two variable 
hypotheses 
Empirical 
(E.H, 
Hypothesis 
.) 
Obtained 
Value of 
r 
Hypothesis 
Supported 
Hypothesis 
Rejected 
E.H. la .07 X 
E.H. lb -.03 X 
E.H. 2a .21 X 
E.H. 3a .19 X 
E.H. 3b .05 X 
E.H. 3c -.23 X 
E.H. 3d -.22 X 
E.H. 4a .20 X 
E.H. 5a .31 X 
E.H. 6a .12 X 
E.H. 6b .08 X 
E.H. 7a .56 X 
E.H. 8a .29 X 
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Table 8 (Continued) 
E.H. 9a .50 X 
E.H. lOz-1 .74 X 
E.H. lOa-2 .66 X 
E.H. lOa-3 .20 X 
Regression Analysis 
The results of two major types of multiple regression 
analyses are reported in this section. The objective is to 
more fully evaluate the model of alternative forms of involve­
ment in public issues. It will be recalled that in the testing 
of hypotheses only one relationship was tested at a time 
withoug consideration of the impingement of other variables 
in the model. The regression analysis accomplishes several 
things. First, it permits an assessment of the relative 
importance of the several components of the model. Secondly, 
it permits a determination of the effect each independent 
variable in the model has upon the dependent variable of in­
volvement while taking into consideration other variables ih^ 
the model. Finally, regression analysis permits assessment 
of how well the independent variables in the model accounts 
for variation of the dependent variable. Regression also aids 
in determining whether certain independent variables should 
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be deleted from the model. 
Before examining the actual results of the analysis, 
several of the conventions that were used should be con­
sidered. The regressions all used the overall scores rather 
than form scores for strategy preference, for perception of 
strategy treatment, and for the dependent variable of in­
volvement. It was felt that the overall scores more nearly 
approximated the type of measurement required for regression. 
As the Guttman emalysis indicated, high scores on the overall 
involvement scale reflected mixed involvement which in turn 
contains the collective form. In essence, higher scores on 
this scale reflect collective involvement. This is the case 
for both the overall strategy preference scale and the per­
ception of strategy treatment scale. A high score on the 
overall strategy preference scale reflects a preference 
for collective strategies as well as for mixed strategies 
and a high score; on the perception of strategy treatment, 
scale reflects favorable perceptions of the result of 
collective and of mixed strategies. 
Another convention used in the regression analysis was 
the inclusion of all respondents by assigning missing data 
a score of zero on all variables. The problem here was that 
respondents who were not aware of either of the two voluntary 
associations which had developed to support or oppose the 
Jefferson Reservoir could not respond to certain items. For 
78 
example » they could not evaluate either of these two organi­
zations and, therefore, could not be given a score on the 
measure of attitudes toward specific involvement opportuni­
ties. The same problem applies to two of the perceived 
reference group effects indices (spouse belong and friends 
in organization). The SPSS (1970) regression procedure which 
was used provides two options for this sort of problem. One 
option, pairwise deletion, eliminates totally from the 
analysis those cases (respondents) for whom data is missing. 
The effect of using this option would have been a fluctuating 
sample size depending upon what variable was under considera­
tion. In essence, one could really be talking about different 
populations. The second option, listwise deletion would have 
resulted in a constcuit n, but would have deleted a great deal 
of information. Neither of these options was elected. 
Instead, missing data was recoded as 0 and figured into 
total scores on that basis. In order to assess whether or not 
this procedure would greatly distort the results of the re­
gression analysis, a listwise deletion was compared to the 
carry-through procedure. There was very little difference 
2 in the results. R for the listwise procedure was .7413 
2 
whereas for the carry-through procedure R was .7521. 
The first regression analysis was conducted to assess 
the relative importance of the various components in the model 
in terms of their ability to explain scores on the dependent 
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variable of involvement. Variables on the model were divided 
into sets, and the dependent variable was regressed upon each 
set. The sets were analyzed in terms of order in which they 
appeared in the model. The analysis initially used variables 
which were considered closest temporally to the dependent 
variable. 
Perceived reference group effects 
The first regression included the three indicators of 
perceived reference group effects. Table 9 summarizes the 
results of this analysis. It is found that the perceived 
reference group effects set is a strong predictor of involve­
ment. The set accounts for 63 percent of the variance in 
the dependent variable. Within the set there is considerable 
variation among the separate indicators in their ability to 
predict. Consistent with the earlier findings, whether or not 
a respondent's spouse belonged to an organization is the best 
predictor of the respondent's issue involvement. The other 
two indicators have poorer predictive eibility. While friends 
in organizations is a significant predictor, the variable 
adds little to the eunount of variance explained (.073). 
When accounting for the two other perceived reference group 
effects indicators, the perception of the importance that 
the community attaches to joining organizations becomes non­
significant and little is contributed toward explaining 
80 
variance in the dependent variable (.002). The magnitude of 
the standardized coefficients (b*) also reflects the rela­
tive importance of the three predictors with "spouse belong" 
having the largest (b* = .55) and "community importance" the 
smallest (b* = .03). 
Attitudes toward specific opportunities for collective involve 
ment in an issue 
Table 10 presents the results of the regression analysis 
of attitudes toward specific opportunities for collective 
involvement in terms of the overall involvement scores. This 
variable, by itself, accounts for 17 percent of the variation 
in the dependent variable. This suggests that individuals' 
attitudes toward specific collective involvement opportuni­
ties are important predictors of their involvement in such 
opportunities, but less so than perceived reference group 
effects. 
General attitudes toward collective involvement 
In regressing the dependent variable of involvement upon 
the variable of general attitudes toward collective involve­
ment it was found that 9 percent of the variance in the 
dependent variable was explained (Table 11). The F test for 
b proved significant at the .001 level. While the variable 
"general attitudes toward collective involvement" is a 
significant predictor of collective involvement, by itself it 
Table 9 Results of multiple regression for perceived reference group effects 
Regression Standardized Standard I I 
Coefficient Coefficient Error for R R R r ] 
_b ^ _b Change 
Spouse Belong 3.33** 
Community 
Importance .03 
Friends in 
Orgamization .61** 
.55 
.01 
.34 
31 .746 .556 .556 .74 113.9 
12 .747 .559 .002 .19 0.9 
.09 .795 .633 .073 .65 41.0 
Set R = .79 
Set R^ = .63 
Set Standard Error 1.51 
P for set = 117.3 
** 
F test for set significant at .01. 
Table 10. Results of multiple regression for attitudes toward specific opportunities 
for collective involvement 
Regression Standardized 
iicient Regression 
b Coefficient 
Variable Coefficient Error^for R R^ R^ 
b Change b* 
Attitudes toward 
specific oppor­
tunities for 
collective 
involvement .05** .42 .007 .42 .17 - .42 55.2 
Standard Error = 2.26 
** 
F test significant at .01 level. 
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would appear to be a less important predictor than either 
perceived reference group effects or attitudes toward 
specific opportunities for collective involvement. Not only 
2 does the difference in R for these three sets demonstrate 
this, but the standard error for general attitudes (2.37) 
is larger than it is for either of the other two sets. 
Awareness 
By itself the variable of awareness (of opportunities 
for collective involvement) would appear to be a relatively 
strong predictor of collective involvement in an issue. This 
variable accounts for 30 percent of the variance in the 
dependent variable. The standard error for the regression 
(1.96) along with the (.30) would suggest that awareness 
is second only to perceived reference group effect in im­
portance (Table 12). An assessment of b* for awareness 
(.54) in conparison to b* for these other variables supports 
this conclusion. 
Perception of strategy treatment# strategy preference, demo­
cratic value orientation, and subjective competence 
These four variables were treated as a set for purposes 
of the initial regression analysis. Actually five variables 
were entered intp the equation since democratic value orienta­
tion was sub-conceptualized into the participant and subject 
orientations. The reason for treating them as a set is that 
Table 11. Results of multiple regression for general attitudes toward collective 
involvement 
Regression Standardized Standard I Z 
Variable Coefficient Coefficient Error for R R R r F 
b b* b Change 
General atti­
tudes toward 
collective 
involvement .17** .30 .03 .30 .09 - .30 25.9 
Standard Error = 2.37 
Table 12. Results of multiple regression for awareness 
Regression Standardized Standard % nZ 
Variable Coefficient Coefficient Error of R R 
b b* b Change 
Awareness 1.27 .54** .12 .54 .30 - .54 110.5 
Standard Error = 1.96 
** 
F test for b significant at .01 level. 
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they are essentially pre-process variables in the model, 
but are qualitatively different than the socioeconomic 
status variables. Table 13 presents the result of the re­
gression analysis with these variables. This set explains 
22 percent of the variance in the dependent variable. While 
this is larger than the amount of variance explained by the 
general or specific attitude variables, it should be noted 
that the set contains several variables. As the F test indi­
cates, the contribution made by subjective competence, per­
ception of strategy treatment, and strategy preference are 
insignificant. Of the 22 percent of variance accounted for, 
one variable (subject orientation) accounts for 16 percent 
of the total variance. Its counterpart, participant orienta­
tion, accounts for 4 percent, and the other three variables 
account for only 2 percent. Essentially, within this set 
of variables, it appears that the two variables which go to 
make up democratic value orientation are really the best 
predictors and for all practical purposes are accounting 
for the variance explained by the set. 
Socioeconomic status 
Rather than using the socioeconomic status index, which 
was a composite, the three indicators of income, education, 
and occupation were entered separately into the regression 
equation. Unlike the other sets previously described, the 
Table 13. Results of multiple regression with perception of strategy treatment, 
strategy preference, democratic value orientation, and subjective 
competence 
Regression 
Variable Coefficient 
b 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
b* 
Standard 
Error of 
b 
R r2 R^ Change r F 
Participant 
Orientation .13** .13 .05 .213 .05 - .21 5.3 
Subject 
Orientation .27** 1 w
 
00
 
.04 .455 .20 .16 -.43 43.8 
Subjective 
Competence .03 .04 .05 .460 .21 .004 .08 .4 
Strategy 
Preference .20 .10 .12 .4712 .22 .009 .22 2.7 
Perception of 
Strategy 
Treatment .02 .01 .11 .4714 .22 .000 .12 .05 
Set R = .47 
Set R^ = .22 
Standard Error = 2.21 
F for set = 14. 4 
F test for b significant at .01 
87 
F test for this set (F = 2.17) was not significant. As shown 
in Table 14, the three indicators of socioeconomic status 
account for only 4 percent of the variance in the dependent 
variable of involvement. 
The standard error for the set (2.60) is large and 
the b*'s are relatively small. The F test of the beta coeffi­
cient for employment along with the standard error, and the 
fact that it explains 2.5 percent of the total variance, would 
suggest that within the set occupation is the most important 
predictor. 
Table 15 summarizes the results of the regression analyses 
reported in this section. By themselves, and without taking 
into consideration the variables in other sets, the components 
of the model each account for a significant amount of variance 
in the dependent variable. The only exception is the socio­
economic status variable set. There was, however, a con­
siderable range in the amount of variance accounted for by 
the different components. The analysis also indicated that 
there was a wide range in the ability of within-set variables 
to explain variance in the dependent variable. 
Attention next is addressed to an assessment of which 
sets and which variables best predict involvement in an issue, 
given all other variables in the model. In essence, we are 
determining which variables should be eliminated. 
Table 14. Results of multiple regression analysis with socioeconomic status 
indicators 
Variable 
Regression 
Coefficient 
b 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
b* 
Standard 
Error for 
b 
R R2 R2 
Change 
r F 
Occupation .14* .17 .06 .15 .0254 .0254 .15 4.7 
Education .03 .01 .15 .16 .0258 .0003 .02 .05 
Income .25 .13 .15 .20 .0423 .016 .10 2.54 
Set R = .20 
Set R^ = .04 
Standard Error =2.60 
F for set = 2.17 
* 
F test for b significant at .05 level. 
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Table 15. Summary of regressions on components of the model 
Variable (set) Set R Set F 
Perceived Reference Group 
Effects .79 .63 117. 3** 1. 51 
Specific Attitudes .42 .17 55. 2** 2. 26 
General Attitudes .30 .09 25. 9** 2. 37 
Awareness .54 w
 
o
 
110. 5** 1. 96 
Strategy Preference, Percep­
tion of Treatment, Democratic 
Value Orientation, and Sub­
jective Competence .47 .22 14. 4** 2. 21 
Socioeconomic Status .20 .04 2. 1 2. 60 
** 
Significant at .01 level 
Stepwise regression 
A stepwise regression procedure was used to assess which 
variables in the model (given all other variables) were making 
a significant contribution to predicting the dependent vari­
able of issue involvement. Draper and Smith (1966) describe 
four major steps which characterize stepwise regression. 
First, the procedure starts with the simple correlation 
matrix (a matrix of r's) and enters into the regression equa­
tion the independent variable most highly correlated with the 
dependent variable. Second, using partial correlation, the 
procedure enters the independent variable into the equation 
where partial correlation with the dependent variable is the 
highest. Third, a partial F test is calculated for both in­
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dependent variables as though they were the last variable to 
enter the regression equation. If the partial F for either 
independent variable is less than a pre-determined level of 
significance, the variable is removed from the equation. 
Fourth, the above procedure is continued until partial F 
tests for all variables not in the equation are nonsignifi­
cant. The exact routine for conducting the analysis was the 
14 SPSS (1970) subprogram stepwise regression. 
Nie, Bent, and Hull (1970) describe the routine as fol­
lows: The method recursively constructs a prediction equation 
one independent variable at a time. The first step is to 
choose the single variable which is the best predictor. The 
second independent variable to be added to the regression 
equation is that which provides the best prediction in con­
junction with the first variable. You then proceed in this 
recursive fashion adding variables step-by-step until you 
have the desired number of independent variables or until no 
other variable will make a significant contribution to the 
prediction equation. At each step the optimum variable is 
selected, given the other variables in the equation. This 
procedure does not always yield the true optimum, but it 
usually does fairly well. 
Stepwise regression is based upon a common method of 
solving the system of linear equations in multiple regression; 
that is. Gauss elimination with row and column interchanges. 
It happens that this computational method provides the infor­
mation necessary to select the next variable to be brought in­
to the equation. There are two pieces of information which 
are used in this selection process. The first is the nor­
malized regression-coefficient value b that the prospective 
independent variable would have if it were brought into the 
equation on the next step. The significance of b is measured 
by the F statistic. If F is too small, there is little reason 
to add that independent variable to the prediction equation. 
The second piece of information used in the selection 
process is the pivot element which would be involved in 
bringing that variable into the equation. This value is known 
as the tolerance. If the tolerance is small, then that 
variable is nearly a linear combination of independent 
variables already in the equation. If it is really a linear 
combination of independent variables already in the equation, 
then the tolerance will (footnote continued on following page) 
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Using this procedure, the required partial F test value 
had to meet or exceed the .01 level. The required level for 
tolerance was .001 or greater. Table 16 presents the results 
of the stepwise regression analysis. All variables in the 
model were entered for consideration. The variables are 
listed in the table in the order they were entered into the 
regression by the stepwise procedure. The results present 
a somewhat different picture than was obtained by the earlier 
regression analysis. While all variables, with the exception 
of the perceived reference group effects indicator for com­
munity, were included in the final equation, many of these 
variables were found to be contributing little to the explana­
tion of the dependent variable. Together the model variables 
account for slightly more than 75 percent of the variance in 
the dependent variable of involvement. Consistent with the 
earlier analysis, two of the perceived reference group 
effects variables (spouse belong, and friends in organization) 
remain the best predictors. Together these two variables ac­
count for 63 percent of the explained variation, or about 85 
(footnote continued ffom preceding page) be zero. A large 
tolerance indicates that a new "dimension" is being added to 
the prediction equation. The tolerance is never larger than 1. 
The amount of additional variance explained by adding the new 
variable is the product of the normalized regression coeffi­
cient b squared and the tolerance. Thus, even if the prospec­
tive b is large, a small tolerance value will negate the value 
of that variable being added to the equation. Consequently, 
stepwise regression never brings a variable into the equation 
if the tolerance is below a specified minimum level (p. 180). 
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Table 16. Results of stepwise regression 
in the model of involvement in 
for all variables 
public issues 
Variable Entered 
Standard 
Error (for 
Regression) 
Partial 
F 
Cumu­
lative R Change 
Perceived Reference 
Group Effects 
Spouse belong 
Friends in 
Organization 
Awareness 
Specific Attitudes 
Toward Opportunities 
for Collective In­
volvement 
Education (S.E.S.) 
1.66 
1.52 
1.48 
1.35 
1.32 
167.18 
113.82 
82.51 
.746 
.795 
.808 
.556 
.632 
.653 
80.87 
68.37 
.844 .713 
.852 .726 
.076 
.020 
.059 
.012 
Subject Orientation 1. 31 58 .51 .856 .732 .006 
Perception of 
Strategy Treatment 1. 29 46 .36 .863 .746 .013 
General Attitudes 
Toward Collective 
Involvement 1. 29 4.1 .51 .865 .749 .002 
Income (S.E.S.) 1. 29 37 .61 .867 .753 .002 
Occupation (S.E.S.) 1. 29 34 .21 .868 .753 .001 
Subjective Competence 1. 29 28 .90 .829 .756 .027 
Action Strategy 
Preference 1. 29 76 .71 .8701 .7570 .0006 
Participant 
Orientation 1. 30 24 .74 .87018 .7572 .0001 
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percent of the total variance explained by all variables in 
the equation. The eleven other variables together account 
for about 20 percent of the variance in the dependent vari­
able, but only for 15 percent of the total variance ex­
plained by all variables in the model. Awareness, which when 
earlier entered into the analysis accounted for 30 percent 
of the variance in the dependent variable, now accounts for 
only 2 percent. This would seem to be consistent with the 
model in that being aware of opportunities for collective in­
volvement is not sufficient reason for actual involvement. 
Using the change in R as a criteria, specific atti­
tudes toward opportunities for collective involvement re­
vealed to be the third most important variable by accounting 
for 5 percent of the variance in the dependent variable. It 
was earlier argued that this variable was the second to the 
2 last step in the model and in terms of the R contribution 
it remains in that order. The earlier analyses would have 
eliminated education, but the stepwise regression analysis 
brought this socioeconomic status indicator back in, and in 
2 terms of R it appears to be the fourth most important pre­
dictor of involvement. Subject orientation, while remaining 
in the equation, adds little to the amount of variance ac­
counted for (.06%). Perception of strategy treatment ac­
counts for 1.3 percent, or more than does subject orientation. 
The analysis indicates that general attitudes toward col­
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lective involvement, while significant, becomes a relatively 
unimportant predictor accounting for only .02 percent of the 
variance explained. Out of the five remaining variables, 
subjective competence is the only variable which accounts 
2 for more than 1 percent of the variance (R change = .027 
or 2.7%). Income, occupation, action strategy preference, 
and participant orientation each contribute much less than 1 
2 percent to the total R and together account for only .037 
percent of the total variance explained. Action strategy 
preference and participant orientation with R changes of 
.0006 and .0001 respectively account for practically nothing 
in terms of total variance explained. 
In summary, the two variable hypotheses have been tested 
and two types of regression analyses were made. Attention 
shall now be turned to a discussion of these findings in 
the final chapter. 
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DISCUSSION, SUMMARY, AND 
CONCLUSIONS 
The procedure in this chapter is to review and assess 
research findings on each of the several objectives of the 
study. 
A Model of Behavioral Involvement 
in Public Issues 
As stated at the outset, a primary objective of this 
study was to develop and test a model sufficiently broad to 
cover behavior both at an individual and collective level. 
The focus was on involvement in public issues. It was 
necessary to this end to explore conceptually and empirical­
ly the nature of the dependent variable, issue involvement. 
It was proposed that by developing a model of alternative be­
havioral forms of involvement one might also have a model of 
involvement as intensity if behavioral form and behavioral 
intensity were related. 
The Guttman analysis demonstrated that the dependent 
variable of involvement was cumulative in nature. The data 
indicated that all of the respondents who had joined one of 
the two voluntary associations dealt with in this study had 
also engaged in individual forms of involvement and that no 
purely collective form of involvement existed; only the 
noninvolvement, individual, and mixed forms obtained. The 
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cibsence of a pure collective form suggests that individuals 
who become collectively involved in issues are more intensely 
involved; that is, they commonly engage in a greater variety 
of involvement behaviors than do individuals who are only 
individually involved. The Guttman analysis indicated 
that certain behavior indicators which were considered indi­
vidual in nature reflected more intensity than did joining 
an organization, which was considered a collective indicator. 
However, since the data is static in nature, it is not known 
whether talking to politicians and writing letters occurred 
before or after joining a voluntary association. It may be 
that letter writing and talking to politicians was a product 
of organizational activity. If this were the case, these 
two indicators are really collective in nature. In addition, 
joining an organization may work as an opportunity structure 
whereby organizational membership provides the individual 
with access to political officials. 
It should be pointed out that the model has been only 
partially tested. First, hypothesized two-way relationships 
were examined, and then the variables in the model were 
analyzed in terms of their ability to predict involvement. 
Each of these analytical steps sheds some light on the utility 
of the model as developed in the theoretical chapter of this 
study. However, each analytical step has brought into ques­
tion findings from previous steps. 
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The model in general, or at least certain variaibles, per­
form well in terms of the aunount of variance accounted for 
in the dependent variable of involvement. As previously 
stated, the results of the stepwise regression indicate that 
about 75 percent of the variance in the dependent variable 
was explained by the independent variables. However, when 
the relative contribution of the several variables in the 
model were examined, a great deal of variation in the 
ability of the variables to predict involvement was noted. 
This variation ranged from .001 percent for participant 
orientation to 63 percent for the perceived reference group 
effects indicators. 
Table 17 provides a summary of the results of the corre­
lation and regression analyses. It should be noted that no 
relationship was hypothesized between socioeconomic status and 
involvement, subjective competence and involvement, and demo­
cratic value orientation and involvement. As a result of 
this, the three types of analysis are not entirely comparable. 
What the comparisons contained in the table indicate is that 
the model is supported only in that the independent variables 
are significantly related to the dependent variable of in­
volvement. The results of the stepwise regression analysis 
suggest that if statistical significance were the only cri­
teria, none of the independent variables should be excluded 
from the model. However, this inclusion of all independent 
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Table 17. Summary of three analyses of findings for variables 
in the involvement model 
Type of Analysis Variable 
Relationship Correlation 
Involvement Support Non-
support 
Set Regressions 
Support Non-
support 
Stepwise 
Regression 
Support Non-
support 
Perceived 
Structural 
Effects 
X X 
Specific XXX 
Attitudes 
General X X 
Attitudes 
Awareness XXX 
Perception P P X X 
of Strategy 
Treatment 
Strategy XXX 
Preference 
Democratic P P X X 
Value 
Orientation 
Subjective 
Competence 
Socioeconomic 
Status X 
P = partial support 
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variables in the model would have to be based largely on 
statistical significance rather than substantive significance 
(Kish, 1959) , a point which will be dealt with later. 
While the stepwise regression suggests that all variables 
be left in the model, the correlational analysis and set 
regressions lead to an alternative conclusion. Recalling 
the set regressions, it was found that the socioeconomic 
status set was the only one not making a significant contri­
bution toward explaining the dependent variable of involve­
ment. The set regressions were run independently of each 
other, and when subjected to stepwise regression it was found 
that all three indicators of socioeconomic status could be 
retained. The correlation analysis of hypothesized relation­
ships indicated nonsignificant relationships between the 
socioeconomic status index and the variables of subject and 
participant orientation. 
Perhaps what the results of these three different analyses 
indicate is that socioeconomic status is an important variable 
in explaining involvement in public issues, but that the 
explanation posited in the model is not the correct explana­
tion. In other words, while it appears that socioeconomic 
status is related to involvement, the argument that socio­
economic status, operative through life experiences and 
socialization, produces a basic value orientation toward 
involvement does not appear to be supported by the study data. 
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Another deficiency in the model is centered upon the con­
cept of democratic value orientation and its component 
parts, subject and participant value orientations. While both 
regression analyses indicate that the subject and partici­
pant orientation variables make significant contributions to­
ward explaining involvement, the results of the correla­
tional analysis would seem to indicate that relationships 
may not exist as posited in the model. It will be recalled 
that no relationship was found between socioeconomic status 
and the participant emd subject orientations. In addition, 
only partial support exists for the hypothesized relation­
ships between these variables and that of involvement strategy 
preference; respondents with high scores on the participant 
orientations would prefer collective involvement strategies 
over all others was not supported. Apparently the feeling 
that one should become involved in public issues has little 
to do with one's belief regarding the most acceptable forms 
of involvement. 
This finding does not hold for persons with a subject 
orientation. The results show that persons with subject 
orientations not only had few preferences for individual or 
collective (mixed) strategies for involvement, but also 
preferred a strategy of noninvolvement. These findings 
could be interpreted to mean that individuals who feel they 
should become involved do not necessarily, in a situational 
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sense, have strong preferences for one type of involvement 
over others, whereas individuals who feel they shouldn't 
become involved, prefer not to be involved. Since the 
hypotheses on democratic value orientation are only partially 
supported, the model is inadequate at this point. 
The model is deficient in another respect, that of the 
posited relationship between perception of strategy treatment 
and issue involvement. The hypothesized relationship between 
general favorability of perceptions of treatment and overall 
involvement was supported, with respondents holding favorable 
perceptions of strategy treatments being more likely to be 
involved. However, those who had favorable perceptions of 
treatment as a result of collective strategy were not dis­
proportionately involved in collective forms. It may be that 
intervening variables in the model such as awareness, general 
and specific attitudes, and perceived reference group ef­
fects were in fact cancelling out the direct relationship be­
tween favorable treatment perception for a specific form 
and involvement in a specific form. 
Despite the severe limitations placed upon conclusions 
because of the types of analyses that could be conducted, 
the model finds considerable support in these data. While 
several of the hypothesized relationships appear to be in­
correct, most were supported. The regression analysis 
suggested that the model contains appropriate variables, but 
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that there was an inappropriate specification of relationship 
between variables in several cases. 
There are other criteria for evaluating the model; one 
being how well the temporal specification in the model fit 
the data. Both Bohrnstedt (1966) and Rogers (1971) have used 
regression procedures to assess the temporal correctness of 
variable ordering in a model while using static cross-sectional 
data. Rogers (1971) probably presents the logic most directly 
when he states: 
Rather than enter the least specific variables first... 
I entered the most specific ones first. This change 
in order was used to test the following assumption: 
If specific attitudes are considered antecedent to 
these, the data should show that general attitudes add 
little or nothing to the explanation of the variance 
in the dependent variable already given by measures of 
more specific attitudes. This should follow if the 
two groups of variables have a large amount of variance 
in common, where the most specific group subsumes the 
less specific one in terms of variance explained. 
The argument is that as variables are entered into a 
model the amount of variance they account for in the dependent 
variable should be proportional to the temporal order. The 
variance explained should diminish as variables more temporal­
ly distant are entered in the model. The regression analysis 
on sets of variables provided an opportunity to examine the 
temporal correctness of the model. Table 18 presents a 
summary of this analysis. 
The set regression analysis suggests that several 
variables are misordered in the model. Perceived reference 
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Table 18. Regression results and the temporal order of 
variables in the model 
Variable (set) 
Moving Away From 
Dependent Variable 
Set R^ 
Temporal 
Correct 
Correctness 
Incorrect 
Perceived Reference 
Group Effects .63 X 
Specific Attitudes .17 X 
General Attitudes .09 X 
Awareness .30 X 
Strategy Preference, Per­
ception of Treatment, 
Democratic Value Orienta­
tion, and Subjective 
Competence .22 X 
Socioeconomic Status .04 X 
group effects, the independent variable closest to the 
dependent variable, accounts for the largest amount of 
variance (63 percent), followed by specific attitudes (17 
percent) and general attitudes (9 percent). The variance 
explained by the awareness dimension (R = .30) suggests it 
is out of order and should be placed ahead of specific 
attitudes. This placement, however, makes little theoretical 
sense in that it is impossible to have attitudes toward a 
specific object without being aware of that object. The 
set of variables containing strategy preference through 
subjective competence also is out of order. The R for 
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this set (.22) suggests that this set is best located 
temporally somewhere between perceived reference group ef-
2 2 fects (R = .63) and general attitudes (R = .09). However^ 
the fact that this set accounts for 22 percent of the 
variance, which is more than the 17 percent accounted for by 
specific attitudes, is quite possibly due to the fact that 
it contains four variables, while "specific attitudes" had 
only one. In other words, a portion of the 22 percent 
probably reflects the number of variables and not the 
temporal proximity with the dependent variable. The socio-
2 
economic status set, which has the smallest R (.04) of all 
sets, is temporally farthest removed from the dependent 
variable. This seems consistent with the general ordering of 
variables in the model. 
The stepwise regression provides an additional issue in 
2 
regard to the temporal ordering of the model. In terms of R 
(change), the stepwise regression ordered perceived reference 
2 group effects first (R = .63), specific attitudes second 
2 2 (R change = .059), with awareness (R change = .02) occurring 
2 
after specific attitudes, but before general attitudes (R 
change = .002). However, the stepwise regression demonstrated 
that subjective competence accounted for more variance (2.7 
percent) than did awareness (2 percent). Certainly this 
slight difference could be due to measurement error, and no 
firm empirical conclusion can be made about which should be 
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ordered first. Theoretically, however, it makes sense to 
order awareness as occurring after subjective competence, 
since it was used to refer to cognition of the existence of 
specific organizations. 
It appears that regression analysis supports the 
temporal ordering of the model only to a point. The analysis, 
as well as the underlying theory, suggests that in terms of 
proximity to the dependent variable, the order is 1) per­
ceived reference group effects, 2) specific attitudes, 
and 3) awareness. After this point the empirical evidence 
in regard to order is more difficult to assess. For example, 
in the stepwise regression education accounts for more vari­
ance than does general attitudes. However, general atti­
tudes accounts for more than the two other socioeconomic 
status indicators of income and occupation. The regression 
analysis suggests that it may be best to order general 
attitudes toward collective involvement as occurring 
temporally prior to awareness. General attitudes toward 
collective involvement might best be considered as a pre-
process variable, or as a cognitive orientation which is 
relatively enduring the static in nature and which exists 
prior to the involvement situation. 
Still another means for evaluating the model would seem 
to be an examination of the predictions the model mcikes in 
terms of individuals dropping out of the process. It was 
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suggested that individuals could bypass subsequent steps and 
drop out of the process at six places in the model. Only a 
partial test of these bypasses can be made, and in essence 
the correlational analysis has really examined these by­
passes. Table 19 presents the correlations (r) between 
these six points of bypass in the model and the dependent 
variable of involvement. With the exception of the correla­
tion between the specific treatment scores and the involve­
ment form score, there is a significant correlation between 
each bypass point and involvement. These correlations 
demonstrate that respondents with lower scores at each by­
pass have lower involvement scores, which could in turn be 
reflecting that respondents are in fact dropping out at 
these points. Interestingly, it appears that if the magni­
tudes of the correlation coefficients are indicative of the 
relative importance of the bypass point, then certain by­
pass points are more important than others. As one would 
expect, awareness (r = .56, r = .54) would appear to be an 
important bypass point. Respondents unaware of collective 
opportunities can hardly be expected to have become involved 
in collective forms. Additionally, both general attitudes 
(r = .24, r = .30) and specific attitudes (4 = .50, r = .42) 
appear to be important bypass points. In general, the size 
of the correlation coefficients for the perceived reference 
group effects indicators suggests that this bypass is even 
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Table 19. Correlational examination of relationships between 
points of bypass and the dependent variable of 
involvement 
T>„_aec! Involvement 
Point r for form r for overall 
score score 
Strategy Preference 
Overall Score 
Form Score .20* .30* 
Perception of Strategy Treatment 
Overall Score 
Specific Treatment Score .08 .12* 
Awareness of Collective Forms .56* .54* 
General Attitudes Toward 
Collective Involvement .29* .30* 
Specific Attitudes Toward 
Opportunities for Involve­
ment in a Collective Form .50* .42* 
Perceived Reference Group 
Effects 
Spouse .74* .74* 
Friends .66* .65* 
Community .20* .19* 
*Significant at .05 level. 
more important. This evaluation of correlations between 
bypass points and the dependent variable is only suggestive 
and does not truly test whether or not respondents are 
really dropping out of the process at these points. If the 
bypass points in the model are truly points where respondents 
drop out of the process, then it might be argued that these 
points should be more or less independent of one another. 
Table 20 was constructed in an attempt to gain some insight 
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Table 20. Correlations between bypass points in temporal 
order 
Bypass Bypass Tg 
Strategy Preference 
(with) r = .05 
Perception of Treatment 
(with) r = .01 
Awareness of Collective Forms 
(with) r = ,23 
General Attitudes 
(with) r = .22 
Specific Attitudes 
(with) a. r = .35 
b. r = .10 
c. r = .58 
Perceived Reference Group Effects 
a. Spouse 
b. Friends 
c. Community 
into the extent of independence between bypass points. 
As indicated in Table 20, some of the bypass points 
appear to be independent of one another, while others 
do not. It should be noted that the bypass points are 
ordered in terms consistent with the temporal dimension por­
trayed in the model. The low correlation coefficient 
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(r = .05) between strategy preference and perception of 
treatment would seem to suggest independence between these 
two bypass points. The same would appear for the bypass 
points of perception of treatment and awareness of collective 
forms (r = .01). The analysis indicates, however, that the 
other bypass points are correlated. Awareness and general 
attitudes appear not to be independent of one another 
(r = .23). The same can be said for the relationships between 
general attitudes and specific attitudes (r = .22) and for 
specific attitudes and perceived reference group effects 
(r's = .35, .10, and .58). These last two relationships are 
especially interesting and deserve some special attention. 
The analysis indicates that general and specific atti­
tudes toward collective involvement are related, while the 
model suggested that individuals with unfavorable general 
attitudes toward collective involvement should drop out of 
the process. The data, however, do not support this idea. 
There are at least two possible explanation of this rela­
tionship. First, it may be an artifact resulting from the 
use of cross-sectional data. That is, respondents who had 
joined an organization may develop favorable general atti­
tudes toward collective forms due to educational processes 
resulting from membership. A second explanation is that 
individuals who have favorable general attitudes will always 
evaluate specific collective opportunities for involvement 
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more favorably than will individuals with unfavorable general 
attitudes. Even though they evaluate all specific oppor­
tunities more favorably, these evaluations may not be favor­
able enough to assure becoming involved in that specific 
collective opportunity. 
The generally large correlation coefficients between 
attitudes toward specific involvement opportunities and per­
ceived reference group effects indicate a lack of indepen­
dence between these two variables. In reality there are 
probably feedback loops between the variables. If one's 
spouse, friends, and community are important determinants 
of one's actual behavior (involvement) they are also probably 
important as socialization agents in shaping one's attitudes 
toward specific behavioral opportunities. This line of 
reasoning is consistent with reference group writers (Kelley, 
1952; Sherif, 1968) who argue that reference groups are 
important determinants.of individuals' attitudes. 
Once again the data suggest that the purported bypass 
points in the model are partially correct. However, no firm 
conclusions can be reached on this matter given the type of 
data which the analysis is based. A definitive analysis 
requires longitudinal, rather than cross-sectional, data. 
Finally, there would appear to be at least one other 
basis upon which to evaluate the model of involvement in pub­
lic issues. This basis is that of substantive versus 
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statistical significance. Kish (1959) makes a distinction 
between the two forms of significance as follows: 
..."significance" is often confused with or substi­
tuted for substantive significance. There are 
instances of research results presented in terms of 
probability values of "statistical significance" 
alone, without noting the magnitude and importance 
of the relationships found. These attempts to use 
the probability levels of significance as measures 
of the strength of relationships are very common 
and very mistaken. The function of statistical 
tests is merely to answer: Is the variation great 
enough for us to place some confidence in the re­
sult; or contrarily, may the latter be merely a 
happenstance of the specific sample on which the test 
was made? This question is interesting but surely it 
is secondary, auxiliary, to the main which is of 
substantive interest because of its nature and its 
magnitude... ? 
To this point the discussion of the study findings 
regarding the evaluation of the model has been based almost 
entirely on statistical significance. But what about 
substantive significance? 
If examination of substantive significance is based 
on "magnitude" of relationships, it appears that the vari­
ables which make up the model appear to explain the dependent 
variable quite well, since 76 percent of the variance in the 
dependent variable is explained. However, it is felt that 
the issue of substantive significance becomes paramount when 
one asks how many of the variables in the model are making 
an important contribution to this reduction in unexplained 
variation. As pointed out earlier, two variables, perceived 
reference group effects and awareness, account for 65 percent 
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of the variation in the dependent variable and specific 
attitudes for 6 percent; this means that the three most im­
portant variables in the model (in terms of contribution to 
2 R ) account for 71 percent out of the total 76 percent 
variance explained by the model. The other nine variables in 
the model taken together account for only an additional 4 to 
5 percent. In this case the question becomes, "Where does 
statistical significance end and substantive significance 
begin?" If one uses the extremely liberal criterion that a 
substantively significant relationship is one that explains 
at least 1 percent of the variance in the dependent variable, 
then five of the relationships between the independent 
variables and dependent variable are substantively signifi­
cant. On this basis the variables, perceived reference group 
effects, attitudes toward specific opportunities for involve­
ment, awareness, education, and action strategy preference 
should continue to be included in the model. However, if the 
criterion were raised from 1 percent to 2 percent, only 
three variables would remain (perceived reference group 
effects, awareness, and attitudes toward specific opportuni­
ties for collective involvement). Clearly, either criterion 
of substantive significance is quite arbitrary. I believe 
that future research might best concentrate on models using 
the five variables that meet the 1 percent criterion and 
exclude those which explain less than 1 percent. Quite 
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possibly, reduction in measurement error in the five 
independent variables could increase their importance sub­
stantially beyond the 1 percent criterion. 
Socioeconomic Status and Membership in 
Voluntary Association 
Another objective of this study as stated in Chapter I 
was to provide a more detailed explanation of the relation­
ship between socioeconomic status and membership in voluntary 
associations than is available in the literature. Essential­
ly, this explanation made up the first part of the model. 
It was suggested that socioeconomic status most directly 
affected membership in voluntary association being a basic 
determinant of democratic value orientation and subjective 
competence. The correlational analysis using the socio­
economic index supported the hypothesized relationship with 
subjective competence, but not with democratic value orien­
tation. It appeared that socioeconomic status played a 
part in determining the individual's feelings of whether 
or not he can effectively influence decision making by 
larger social systems. At the ssune time, the data do not 
support the idea that socioeconomic status determines one's 
basic political value orientations (participant or subject). 
The explanation of the relationship between socioeconomic 
status and membership in voluntary associations is thus not 
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fully supported. However, before rejecting the utility of 
incorporating socioeconomic status, several additional ob­
servations are pertinent. 
Basically the findings of this research demonstrated no 
important relationship between socioeconomic status and member­
ship in voluntary associations (r = .07). These correlations 
for the several components of the socioeconomic status index 
were .05 for income, .03 for education, and .15 for occupa­
tion. Only the relationship between education and involve­
ment (r = .15) was significant. The set regression for the 
three socioeconomic status indicators indicated they ex­
plained only 4 percent of the variance in issue involvement. 
The stepwise regression indicated only one indicator, edu­
cation, was accounting for more than 1 percent of the variance 
in involvement. These results are similar to Smith's find­
ings (1966) which revealed that socioeconomic variables, in 
comparison to general and specific attitudes toward organi­
zations, were not good predictors of group membership. The 
results also are consistent with Rogers' findings (1971) 
that social background characteristics accounted for only 
3.7 percent of the variance in his dependent variable of 
behavioral involvement in voluntary associations. It is 
suggested, then, that the variables in the model proposed in 
this study, for all practical purposes, explains away the 
relationship between socioeconomic status and membership 
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in voluntary associations. 
An Elaboration of Existing Models of Membership 
in Voluntary Associations 
Another objective of this study was to elaborate and build 
upon existing models of membership in voluntary association. 
The elaboration occurred through the addition of these 
variables: democratic value orientation, subjective com­
petence, involvement strategy preference, perception of 
strategy treatment, and awareness. In addition, perceived 
reference group effects was included. In part, the issue 
became one of determining to what extent the inclusion of 
these concepts improved upon existing models. If amount of 
variation explained in the dependent variable is used as a 
criterion, the inclusion would appear fruitful. For example, 
the model developed by Rogers (1971) accounted for 38 percent 
of the behavioral involvement in organizations, and Bohrn-
stedt (1966) explained about 54 percent of the variance in 
joining a college fraternity. To the extent that the model 
2 developed in this study has resulted in an increase in R , 
it represents an improvement over other models. The assess-
2 
ment of R is certainly not the only criterion for elabora­
tion. It is my feeling that the conceptualization of the 
dependent variable of involvement is indeed a conceptual 
extension. Unlike existing models of membership in voluntary 
116 
associations which have largely used member versus nonmember, 
or active member versus inactive member, as dependent 
variables, my conceptualization dealt with forms of behavior 
other than just organizational behavior. This significantly 
increased the scope of the model. 
The inclusion of perceived reference group effects also 
represents a major conceptual extension. It will be recalled 
that the two perceived reference group effects indicators, 
spouse belongs to and friends are members, explained 63 percent 
of the variance in the dependent variable of involvement, 
and were by far the best predictors of involvement. This 
finding would seem to dramatically point out that reference 
groups and reference persons are important sources of support 
for behavioral involvement, a point which is typically over­
looked in research on voluntary associations. The best pre­
dictor of involvement in an organization in this study was 
whether or not the respondent's spouse belonged to the 
organization. While spouse's membership is not appropriate 
for predicting membership in all voluntary associations, it 
is appropriate for many. Even if one were concerned with a 
"male" voluntary association, exploring the support for the 
husband's membership provided by the wife would seem to be 
possibly rewarding grounds for future research. 
The data in this study does not indicate how perceived 
reference group effects operate. Future research in this 
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area should explore the dynamics of persuasion, coercion, 
and recruitment processes as possible explanations of the 
operation of reference group effects. 
Finally, it is felt that inclusion of the variable of 
awareness has brought an extension of existing models. If 
models of voluntary association membership applying to general 
populations are desired, then including the simple notion of 
awareness of voluntary associations would seem to be useful 
in explaining membership. It is clear that future research 
should consider not only awareness of voluntary associations 
in general, but of voluntary associations that are compatible 
with the individual's interests and/or position on community 
and societal issues. 
The Problem of Noninvolvement 
The findings of this study suggest several dimensions 
related to noninvolvement in public issues. It was found 
that respondents who scored high on the subject orientation 
scale tended not to become involved. The subject value 
orientation should not be confused with political apathy; 
rather, it is more of am individual dictate that defines a 
citizen's duty as noninvolvement. In other words, some 
individuals stay uninvolved in local issues because they feel 
it their civic duty to remain uninvolved, perhaps feeling 
these issues are best decided by experts. 
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The findings also address themselves to noninvolvement 
in collective forms and suggest that individuals who have 
attitudinal positions on issues may fail to become involved 
for several reasons. First, it may be a simple matter of 
not being aware of opportunities for collective involvement. 
While this study treated awareness as a dichotomous variable, 
it may be that awareness is best conceptualized in terms of 
the amount of information that individuals possess about 
collective involvement opportunities. Second, noninvolvement 
in collective forms may be the result of unfavorable atti­
tudinal evaluations of specific opportunities for collective 
involvement. Future research should address what aspects 
of voluntary associations must be evaluated favoreUaly if 
potential members are to become actual members. Third, the 
data suggest that noninvolvement in collective forms may be 
a result of a lack of perceived reference group support for 
membership behavior. The findings indicate that respondents 
who were not collectively involved tended to be individuals 
whose spouse and friends also were not so involved. 
Implications for Practitioners 
It can be argued that any variable that is significantly 
related to involvement in public issues has implications for 
practitioners seeking to secure greater involvement of the 
general citizenry in public issues. An important issue, 
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however, is how well that variable can be manipulated. 
The findings of this study have two major implications in 
this regard. First, it would appear that awareness is a 
variable that can be manipulated, and that part of involving 
citizens in public issues is making them better aware of the 
need and the opportunities for involvement. The second major 
implication which the study demonstrates is the role of 
reference groups in affecting issue-related behavior. It is 
always tempting to tell practitioners that they should edu­
cate or re-educate their target audiences. The findings of 
this study indicate that not only must individuals be educated 
(regarding involvement), but also that social support for 
such involvement must be secured if they are not to remain 
passive. An appropriate target group, thus, might be reference 
groups rather than individuals. 
Summary and conclusions 
In this study a model of alternative forms of behavioral 
involvement in public issues has been developed and tested. 
Data are reported on a sample of 259 respondents residing 
in portions of a three-county area near the proposed Jefferson 
Reservoir. The dependent variable was basically conceptual­
ized in terms of form, or the style of involvement. 
The Guttman scale analysis was used to assess the rela­
tionship between involvement as form and involvement as 
intensity or the amount of different behaviors directed toward 
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affecting decision-making. This analysis indicated that the 
dependent variable can generally be considered as cumulative 
in nature. The analysis also indicated that in general 
the collective form of involvement represents a greater 
degree of behavioral intensity (number of behavior enact­
ments) than does individual issue involvement. Most of the 
respondents who were collectively involved were also indi­
vidually involved, and in the conceptual terms of the model 
were enacting a mixed involvement strategy. One conclusion 
that can be drawn from this is that future research consider 
a broad continuum of behavioral involvement rather than just 
considering membership and participation in voluntary 
organizations. 
The hypothesized relationships between socioeconomic 
status and democratic value orientation was not supported 
by the data. Support was maintained for the hypothesis that 
respondents from lower socioeconomic groups would have low 
subjective competence scores. Additional analysis demon­
strated weak relationships between socioeconomic status and 
the dependent variable of involvement. A similar relation­
ship was demonstrated between democratic value orientation 
and involvement. One conclusion here is that while these 
variables are significantly related to involvement, the rela­
tionships probably do not exist as ordered in the model. 
Only partial support for relationships hypothesized 
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between democratic value orientation and involvement strategy 
preference existed. Respondents scoring high on the partici­
pant orientation scale tended to have greater preferences 
for all forms of involvement strategies than did respondents 
scoring low on participant orientation. However, the 
respondents who scored high on the participant orientation 
scale did not disproportionately prefer collective strategies 
over other types of strategy. Respondents scoring high on 
the subject orientation demonstrated little preference for 
individual, collective, or mixed strategies, but instead 
preferred to be noninvolved. 
The hypothesized relationship between perceptions of 
treatment and involvement was partially supported. 
Respondents holding favorable perceptions of treatments were 
likely to be involved but no correspondence between favorable 
perceptions of treatments for involvement in collective 
strategies and actual collective involvement was demonstrated. 
The relationships hypothesized between awareness, general 
and specific attitudes toward collective involvement, and 
perceived reference group effects with the dependent variable 
of involvement were supported. 
Regression analyses indicated that the most important 
predictors of involvement in the Jefferson Reservoir issue 
were 1) perceived reference group effects, 2) specific 
attitudes toward opportunities for collective involvement. 
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and 3) awareness. Together, these three variables accounted 
for 71 percent of the total 76 percent of variance explained 
by the independent variable. The other nine variables in the 
model accounted for 4 to 5 percent. The variable of per­
ceived reference group effects was by far the best predictor 
and accounted for 63 percent of the variance explained. The 
study data were not adequate to actually explore the way 
in which perceived reference group effects were working. 
The general conclusions to be drawn from this study are 
that 1) the variables contained in the model make up a 
reasonably good set of predictors of involvement in public 
2 issues (R = .76); 2) the variables contained in the model 
are in certain places probably misordered, both temporally 
and causally; 3) involvement in public issues can be 
adequately conceptualized in terms of individual and col­
lective behaviors; and 4) while perceived reference group 
effects was an outstanding predictor of involvement, it is 
not clear how this variable actually operates. 
Recommendations for Future 
Research 
I believe that future researchers would do well to 
continue attempts at expanding the various dimensions of 
public involvement, both conceptually and operationally. 
Also, while the sociological literature has often mentioned 
the relationship between ideas drawn from reference group 
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theory and involvement, little research has actually been 
done in this area. This study found some of these relation­
ships to be extremely important; however, the study data is 
inadequate to explain the relationship. It is suggested, 
then that additional research should be directed toward 
exploring these ideas. This leads to another point: the 
problem of studying processes with static, cross-sectional 
data. In order to adequately study and understand involve­
ment behavior longitudinal data seem necessary. Such data 
would permit an adequate temporal assessment of processual 
ideas. In addition, such data would be truly appropriate 
for analysis by sophisticated forms of causal analysis. This 
study, as with previous studies, has isolated a number of 
important variables related to involvement. Researchers 
should utilize these substantively significant variables in 
longitudinal research designs to continue to build and im­
prove explanation of behavioral involvement. 
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APPENDIX A 
A List of Questions Asked in the Study with 
Scoring Codes 
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General Attitudes Toward Collective Involvement: 
Here are some statements made about organized groups. Please 
tell me, in light of your past experience in groups, how you 
feel. We realize that individual groups differ; we just 
want your opinions about groups in general. 
1. Forming a group generally offers an effective way of 
tackling a local problem. Do you strongly agree, agree, 
are you undecided, disagree, or strongly disagree with 
this statement? 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
2. Most community groups are more interested in having a 
good time than in solving local problems. 
SA A U D SD 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Organized groups tend to be cliquish. 
SA S U D SD 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Most community groups are not very democratic in the 
way they are run. 
SA A U D SD 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Leaders of organized groups usually are important 
people in the community. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
6. Leaders of most organized groups have a way of using 
group members for their own selfish purposes. 
SA A U D SD 
1 2 3 4 5 
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7. One problem with organized groups is that usually a few 
members have most of the say about what the organization 
does. 
SA A U D SD 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. Members of organized groups can, through their leader­
ship, have an effective voice in local affairs. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
9. Organized groups usually have a great deal of influence 
in local affairs. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
10. For the most part, community groups truly reflect the 
views of their individual members. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
Action Strategy Preference; 
What would you be likely to do if a government agency was 
proposing a program in this area which you sttongly opposed? 
Do you think you would be likely to: 
1. Write your elected officials? 
1_ Yes _g No 
2. Write officials in the agency responsible for the program? 
Yes J0__ NO,. .. 
3. Try to meet with agency officials working on the program? 
^ Yes _0 No 
4. Join a group which was organized to fight the program? 
1 Yes 0 No 
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Perception of Treatment; 
Now could we talk about what happens when people oppose a 
government program. Would you tell me what you think would 
happen if you took one of these actions? 
1. If you wrote elected officials; 
0 they probably would just send back a form letter 
and pay no real attention to your letter 
1 your letter probably would receive their careful 
consideration and might well influence their 
decision making 
2. Writing officials in government agencies: 
0 is a waste of time since they're not really 
interested in what you have to say 
or 
1 probably will be helpful since they want to know 
how the public feels about their programs 
3. Public meetings held by government officials: 
1 offer an excellent opportunity for local people 
to influence how a government program will be 
developed 
or 
0 are just a way of making local people think they 
are important, without giving them any real say 
in decision making 
4. Starting up a group to fight a government program: 
0 is a waste of time since the group probably won't 
be listened to anyway 
or 
1 offers one of the best Ways of influencing govern­
ment decisions 
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Subjective Competence; 
How do you feel about these statements? Do you strongly 
agree, agree, are you undecided, disagree, or strongly 
disagree? 
1. Public officials don't really care about what people 
like me think. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
2. Voting is the only way that people like me can really 
influence government programs. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
3. Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated 
that I can't really understand what is going on. 
SA A U D DS 
5 4 3 2 1 
4. People like me don't have any real say in what the 
government does. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
Awareness; 
Several local groups have spoken out on the Jefferson 
Reservoir. Are you aware of a group called: 
0-1 a) Citizens United to Save the Valley? 
0-1 b) Raccoon Valley Lake Authority? 
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Individual Involvement: 
We are interested in learning how you have made your feelings 
known to others about the Jefferson Reservoir. 
1. At any time have you discussed the proposed reservoir 
with other members of your family? 
1 Yes 0 No 
2. Have you ever discussed the reservoir with any of your 
neighbors or friends? 
1 Yes 0 No 
3. Have you ever personally talked to any politicians or 
government officials about the reservoir? 
1__ Yes 0__ No 
4. Have you ever attended any public discussions or edu­
cational programs which have dealt with the proposed 
reservoir? 
1 Yes 0 No 
5. Have you written any letters to express your opinions 
on this project? 
1 Yes 0 No 
6. Have you signed any petitions either supporting or 
opposing the Jefferson Reservoir? 
1 Yes 0 No 
Collective Involvement; 
1. Do you belong to any of the groups that we have been 
talking about? 
1 Yes 0 No 
2. Do you attend most of the meetings, some of the meetings, 
or few of the meetings of 3-2-1 ? 
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3. Do you personally take part in the discussions and 
business of 3-2-1 all the time, some of the time, 
or hardly ever? 
4. Are you an officer of 1-0 ? 
5. Are you on any committees in 1-0 ? 
Perceived Reference Group Effects; 
1. Does your husband/wife belong to any of these organiza­
tions? 
0 No 
1 Yes - to what organizations does he/she belong? 
2. Would you say that most, some, few, or none of your 
friends belong to 4-3-2-1 ? 
3. How would you describe public sentiment in this com­
munity? Is there a great deal of importance, some 
importance, or little importance put on people joining 
community groups? 
3 Great deal of importance 
2 Some importance 
1 Little importance 
Specific Attitudes Toward Opportunities for Collective 
Involvement ; 
Next, I would like to ask you about two groups in this area 
that have been especially active in the Jefferson Reservoir 
issue: the Faccoon Valley Lake Authority and Citizens United 
to Save the Valley. First, let's talk about the Raccoon 
Valley Lake Authority. 
140 
How successful do you think the has been in 
recruiting members from this area - very successful, 
successful, or not too successful? 
4 Very successful 
3 Successful 
1 Not too successful 
2 (Unsure) 
Would you say that _______ has had a great deal of in­
fluence, some influence, or no influence on governmental 
decisions that have been made about the Jefferson 
Reservoir? 
4 Great deal of 
influence 
3 Some influence 
1 No influence 
2 (Unsure) 
Do you think the way operates can best be 
described as very democratic, somewhat democratic, or 
not at all democratic? 
4 ______ Very democratic _____ 
3 Somewhat democratic 
1 Not at all democratic 
2 (Unsure) 
How would you describe the tactics used by _ for 
influencing the decisions on the Jefferson Reservoir? 
Are they proper, or improper? 
3 Proper 
1 Improper 
2 (Unsure) 
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Do you think that has too many members, about 
enough members, or too few members to be an effective 
organization? 
2 Too many members 
4 Enough 
1 Too few 
3 (Unsure) 
In your opinion, have members of put a great 
deal of pressure, some pressure, or no pressure on other 
people to join their organization? 
4 Great deal of 
pressure 
'• 3 Some 
None 
. 2 (Unsure) 
How accurately would you say reflects the views 
of its individual members? Would you say very accurate­
ly, accurately, or not too accurately? 
4 Very accurately 
3 Accurately 
1 Not too accurately 
2 (Unsure) 
How well thought of is in this community? Is it 
very well thought of, well thought of, or not too well 
thought of? 
4 Very well thought of 
3 Well thought of 
1 Not too well 
thought of 
2 (Unsure) 
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Participant Orientation; 
Please tell me how you feel about these statements concerning 
the role of public participation in government programs. 
1. Democracy, to work, requires the active participation 
of every citizen. Do you strongly agree, agree, are 
undecided, disagree, or strongly disagree? 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
2. Residents in the vicinity of the Jefferson Reservoir 
should make their views known on this 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
3. Residents in the Raccoon Valley area are better 
qualified to decide about the desirability of building 
the Jefferson Reservoir than is an agency in Washington. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
4. The public should keep itself informed about the use of 
public monies. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
5. Responsibility for all public programs ultimately 
should rest with the public. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
6. Responsibility for suggesting alternative ways for 
developing the Raccoon River Valley rests with the 
public. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
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Subject Orientation; 
Please tell me how you feel about these statements concern­
ing the role of public participation in government programs. 
1. Our government employs experts who make decisions for 
the good of the public. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
2. It is not necessary for the government to consult the 
local population to make a correct decision with 
regard to building the Jefferson Reservoir. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
3. Administrators in government agencies are better 
qualified to decide on what projects are needed than is 
the general public. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
4. Residents in this area should not expect to participate 
in the decision making activities of federal agencies. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
5. Instead of criticizing the Army Corps of Engineers, 
the public should be thankful for their help in getting 
the reservoir built. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
6. A citizen's obligation to participate in decision 
making by government agencies largely ends once he has 
voted. 
SA A U D SD 
5 4 3 2 1 
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Socioeconomic Status; 
1. How many years of education have you completed? 
1 8 years or less 
2 9-11 years 
3 Completed high school 
4 Completed 4-year college program (B.A. or B.S. 
degree) 
5 Some graduate or professional work 
6 Other (SPECIFY) 
2. Please tell me which letter best corresponds to your total 
family income last year. 
1__ A 
2__ B 
C 
£_ D 
5_ E 
6__ F 
7 G 
Other (SPECIFY) 
3. Are you presently employed? 
Not employed 
Employed 
What is the nature of your work? 
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APPENDIX B 
Interitem Correlations Used in 
Scale Construction 
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General attitudes toward collective involvement: 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 1.00 
2 .24 1.00 
3 .23 .42 1.00 
4 .24 .33 .36 1.00 
5 .01 .16 .14 .16 1.00 
6 .31 .40 .36 .41 .07 1.00 
7 .23 .31 .39 .32 .11 .42 1.00 
8 .29 .03 .03 .05 .08 .16 .11 1.00 
9 .11 .02 .06 .03 .03 .10 .15 .29 1.00 
10 .05 .11 .19 .16 .16 .19 .20 .18 .15 
Subjective competence; 
Item 12 3 4 
1 1.00 
2 .39 1.00 
3 .23 .18 1.00 
4 .51 .29 .31 1.00 
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involvement: 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 1.00 
2 .54 1.00 
3 .54 .48 1.00 
4 .44 .27 .48 1.00 
5 .28 .36 .09 .08 1.00 
6 .05 .02 .12 .15 .04 1.00 
7 .50 .41 .54 .37 .18 .02 1.00 
8 .52 .40 .53 .42 .14 .02 .60 1.00 
Participant orientation; 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 1.00 
CM 
.19 
o
 
o
 
I—
1 
3 .50 .11 1.00 
4 .52 .24 .39 
o
 
o
 
r—
1 
5 .15 .08 .18 .11 1.00 
6 .15 .15 .18 .13 .07 
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Subject orientation; 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 1.00 
2 .45 1.00 
3 .34 .49 1.00 
4 .26 .37 .44 1.00 
5 .29 .46 .59 .40 1.00 
6 .14 .34 .34 .20 .34 
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APPENDIX C 
Frequency Distributions for 
Major Scales 
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General Attitudes Toward Collective Involvement; 
1. Forming a group generally offers an effective way of 
tackling a local problem. Do you strongly agree, 
agree, are you undecided, disagree, or strongly dis­
agree with this statement? 
N 0 9 10 210 30 
SA A U D SD 
% 0 4 4 81 12 
2. Most community groups are more interested in having a 
good time than in solving local problems. 
N 4 62 21 164 6 
SA A U D SD 
% 2 24 8 63 3 
3. Organized groups tend to be cliquish. 
N 4 121 34 95 3 
SA A U D SD 
% 2 47 13 37 1 
4. Most community groups are not very democratic in 
the way they are run. 
N 1 52 46 154 4 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 20 18 60 2 
5. Leaders of organized groups usually are important 
people in the community. 
N 2 40 23 189 5 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 15 9 173 2 
151 
6. Leaders of most organized groups have a way of using 
group members for their own selfish purposes. 
N 1 58 36 156 8 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 22 14 60 3 
7. One problem with organized groups is that usually a 
few members have most of the say about what the 
organization does. 
N 6 5 142 21 86 
SA A U D SD 
% 3 2 55 8 32 
8. Members of organized groups can, through their leader­
ship, have an effective voice in local affairs. 
N 80 6 11 223 19 
SA A U D SD 
% 0 3 4 86 7 
9. Organized groups usually have a great deal of influence 
in local affairs. 
N 0 25 33 193 8 
SA A U D SD 
% 0 10 13 75 3 
10. For the most part, community groups truly reflect the 
views of their individual members. 
N 0 14 25 209 11 
SA A U D SD 
% 0 5 10 81 4 
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Action Strategy Preference; 
What would you be likely to do if a government agency was 
proposing a program in this area which you strongly opposed? 
Do you think you would be likely to: 
1. Write your elected officials? 
N 195 Yes 6£ No 
% 75 25 
2. Write officials in the agency responsible for the program? 
N 175 Yes 84 No 
% 68 32 
3. Try to meet with agency officials working on the program? 
N 180 Yes 79 No 
% 70 30 
4. Join a group which was organized to fight the program? 
N 212 Yes 47 No 
% 82 18 
Perception of Treatment; 
Now could we talk about what happens when people oppose a 
government program. Would you tell me what you think would 
happen if you took one of these actions? 
1. If you wrote elected officials; 
N 101 they probably would just send back a form letter 
% 39 and pay no real attention to your letter 
or 
N 158 your letter probably would recieve their careful 
% ST consideration and might well influence their 
decision making 
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2. Writing officials in government agencies: 
N 46 is a waste of time since they're not really 
% 18 interested in what you have to say 
or 
N 213 probably will be helpful since they want to know 
% 82 how the public feels about their programs 
3. Public meetings held by government officials: 
N 88 offer an excellent opportunity for local people to 
% 34 influence how a government program will be developed 
or 
N 171 are just a way of making local people think they 
% 66 are important, without giving them einy real say in 
decision making 
4. Starting up a group to fight a government program: 
N 39 is a waste of time since the group probably won't 
% 15 be listened to anyway 
or 
N 120 offers one of the best ways of influencing govern-
% 85 ment decisions 
Subjective Competence: 
How do you feel about these statements? Do you strongly 
agree, agree, are you undecided, disagree, or strongly 
disagree? 
1. Public officials don't really care about what people 
like me think. 
N 8 134 28 79 10 
SA A U D SD 
% 3 52 10 31 4 
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2. Voting is the only way that people like me can really 
influence government programs. 
N 2 94 13 146 4 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 36 5 56 2 
3. Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated 
that I can't really understand what is going on. 
N 1 43 9 162 44 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 16 4 63 16 
4. People like me 
government does 
don't have any real say in what the 
N 2 139 16 95 5 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 54 6 37 2 
Participant Orientation; 
Please tell me how you feel about these statements concerning 
the role of public participation in government programs. 
1. Democracy, to work, requires the active participation of 
every citizen. Do you strongly agree, agree, are un­
decided, disagree, or strongly disagree? 
N 46 191 9 13 0 
SA A U D SD 
% 17 74 4 5 0 
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Residents in the vicinity of the Jefferson Reservoir 
should make their views known on this project. 
N 73 182 0 2 2 
SA A U D SD 
% 27 71 0 1 1 
Residents in the Raccoon Valley area are better quali­
fied to decide about the desirability of building the 
Jefferson Reservoir than is an agency in Washington. 
N 59 150 17 25 2 
SA A U D SD 
% 21 61 7 10 1 
The public should keep itself informed about the use of 
public monies. 
N 74 184 1 0 0 
SA A U D SD 
% 28 71 1 0 0 
Responsibility for all public programs ultimately should 
rest with the public. 
N 9 182 30 36 1 
SA A U D SD 
% 4 70 12 13 1 
Responsibility for suggesting alternative ways for 
developing the Raccoon River Valley rests with the public. 
N 10 168 32 14 5 
SA A U D SD 
% 4 65 12 17 2 
I 
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Subject Orientation; 
Please tell me how you feel about these statements concerning 
the role of public participation in government programs. 
1. Our government employs experts who make decisions for the 
good of the public. 
N 7 94 73 75 9 
SA A U D SD 
% 3 36 27 30 4 
2. It is not necessary for the government to consult the 
local population to make a correct decision with regard 
to building the Jefferson Reservoir. 
N 2 24 5 168 58 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 9 2 65 23 
3. Administrators in government agencies are better 
qualified to decide on what projects are needed than is 
the general public. 
N 2 52 39 148 17 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 21 15 57 6 
4. Residents in this area should not expect to participate 
in the decision making activities of federal agencies. 
N 9 15 201 34 
SA A U D SD 
% 4 6 78 12 
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Instead of criticizing the Army Corps of Engineers, the 
public should be thankful for their help in getting the 
reservoir built. 
N 3 87 48 88 28 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 34 19 35 11 
A citizen's obligation to participate in decision 
making by government agencies largely ends once he has 
voted. 
N 2 80 23 145 8 
SA A U D SD 
% 1 31 9 56 3 
158 
APPENDIX D 
Additional Statistics for Variables 
in the Model 
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Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
Standard 
Error 
Range 
Education 3.2 1.4 .09 6 
Income 4.7 1.5 .09 6 
Occupation 4.2 3.2 .26 7 
Subjective Competence 11.3 2.8 .17 13 
Participant Orientation 23.9 2.4 .15 17 
Subject Orientation 15.6 3.4 .21 23 
Involvement Strategy 
Preference 
(Form) 
(Overall) 
2.3 
5.3 
1.0 
1.2 
.06 
.07 
3 
5 
Perception of Treatment 
(Form) 
(Overall) 
.4 
.7 
.4 
1.4 
.03 
.08 
2 
9 
General Attitudes toward 
Collective Involvement 35.3 4.2 .26 37 
Specific Attitudes toward 
Opportunities for Collec­
tive Involvement 36.2 20.0 1.2 63 
Perceived Reference 
Group Effects 
(Friends) 
(Spouse) 
(Community) 
3.1 
1.1 
2.3 
1.3 
.41 
.91 
.09 
.02 
.05 
4 
2 
4 
Involvement 
( form) 
(Intensity) 
1.2 
5.2 
1.0 
2.4 
.06 
.15 
3 
16 
! 
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APPENDIX E 
Table E-1. Inter variable correlations 
1 H
 
O
 
2 .40 1.0 
3 .12 .19 1.0 
4 .63 .57 .29 1.0 
5 .37 .13 .08 .21 1.0 
6 .09 .16 .05 .13 .04 1.0 
7 .17 .12 .14 .14 .12 .29 1.0 
8 .23 .15 .04 .23 .03 .05 .12 1.0 
9 .39 .34 .19 .44 .23 .12 .12 .16 1.0 
10 .16 .14 .11 .12 .13 .25 .27 .13 .09 1.0 
11 .26 .16 .20 .27 .14 .10 .24 .05 .22 .15 
12 .29 .22 .18 .26 .15 .05 .15 .19 .22 .21 
13 .01 .09 .07 .02 .09 .04 .00 .08 .01 .20 
14 .20 .17 .04 .15 .18 .05 .03 .09 .12 .30 
15 .23 .32 .18 .29 .12 .14 .16 .15 .11 .27 
16 .92 .49 .19 .71 .38 .10 .17 .26 .45 .17 
17 .54 .74 .19 .65 .15 .03 .05 .21 .43 .08 
1. Awareness 
2. Spouse Belongs 
3. Perception of Community 
4. Friends Belong 
5. Occupation 
6. Education 
7. Income 
8. Participant Orientation 
9. Subject Orientation 
10. Subjective Competence Involvement 
11. Strategy Preference (Form) 
12. A.S.P. (Overall) 
13. Perception of Treatment (Form) 
14. P.O.T. (Overall) 
15. General Attitudes 
16. Specific Attitudes 
17. Involvement 
. 0  
57 1.0 
05 .09 1.0 
25 .33 .66 1.0 
13 .21 .22 .36 1.0 
30 .31 .02 .21 .28 1.0 
18 .22 .09 .12 .30 .56 1.0 
